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ABSTRACT 
 The purpose of this qualitative study was to explore the developing role of the 
Student Trustee. Utilizing a case study design and document analysis, this descriptive study 
examined the comments of 143 Student Trustees in Board meetings of the University of 
Massachusetts (UMass) System, the first in the nation to require Student Trustees, from 
1970–2015. The research questions sought to uncover the origins of the Student Trustee at 
the UMass System as well as how the role developed over time. The study concluded that 
Student Trustees provide a unique perspective that offers meaningful contributions to the 
discourse and decision-making processes of university Boards. 
The legislation that placed the first Student Trustee on the UMass Board was the 
result of contentious campus protests fueled by student dissatisfaction with higher 
education’s response to the Vietnam War, racism, and sexism, among other issues. 
Governor Francis Sargent proposed and signed that legislation in 1969 as a means to 
“move protest from confrontation to dialogue.” Student Trustees found success pushing the 
Board in a more progressive direction – adopting co-ed dormitories, providing greater due 
process in conduct matters, and asserting that students have primary responsibility over 
		 vii 
student policies and related matters. Student Trustees also pressed the Board to divest from 
companies operating in apartheid South Africa, and even to grant students an eight-day 
reprieve from papers and exams so they could campaign in the 1970 congressional 
elections. 
The role of the Student Trustee has expanded since Cynthia Olken took her place as 
the first Student Trustee in 1970. There are now five Student Trustees representing each of 
the five campuses in the UMass System. The two with voting power operate as regular 
board members and have the ability to serve on all committees, while the other three are ex 
officio non-voting members and can only attend open meetings of the full Board of 
Trustees. While more than half of the 143 Student Trustees made five or fewer remarks 
during their time on the board, there were many who spoke out frequently on issues related 
to finance, governance, and academics.     
 Through their half-century of efforts, Student Trustees have earned a seat at the 
table and the praise of many university presidents, chancellors, and Board chairs that have 
used words like helpful, valuable, and significant to describe their contributions. As former 
UMass President Jack Wilson once exclaimed, “Having student representation on this 
Board is important.” 
 
INDEX WORDS:  Student Trustees, University Governance, Shared Governance, 
Board Composition, Higher Education, Student Voice, Case Study, 
Descriptive Study, Document Analysis 
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CHAPTER I 
 
INTRODUCTION 
  
The purpose of this study was to explore the developing role of the Student 
Trustee. This chapter will provide background on the purpose of Boards of Trustees in 
higher education and will introduce the debate on student representation on those Boards. 
It will also highlight the issue of the scarcity of research on Student Trustees and how 
that is a problem for the institutions and individuals involved in university governance. 
Finally, the methodology, relevance, and unique contributions of this study will be 
addressed. 
Background 
A Board of Trustees is a legislative body that votes on general policies governing 
a university. It has the power to select and remove the president, set institutional policies, 
establish long-term goals, provide oversight of the executive administration, and set the 
price of tuition. Rules determining board membership and terms vary greatly, and are 
described within and subject to the bylaws of each individual institution. While wealthy 
donors and alumni hold most seats on university boards, an increasing number of 
institutions include a current student, sometimes referred to as a Student Trustee or 
Student Regent, as a member of the Board.  
 The contrast between student representation on university boards at public and 
private universities is stark, with 70.8 percent of public institutions having a Student 
Trustee (AGB 2010a), compared with only 20.1 percent of private institutions (AGB 
2010b). Student Trustee policies at both institutional types vary, with some limiting 
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voting rights, committee memberships, and participation in discussions on sensitive 
issues, while others offer full voting rights and other privileges afforded to regular board 
members. Between 1995 and 2010, the number of Student Trustees with full voting rights 
more than doubled for public institutions, from 20.5 to 50.3 percent (AGB 2010a), but 
dipped slightly for private institutions, from 9.3 to 8.5 percent (AGB 2010b).     
Table 1 
Public College and University Boards with Student Members (AGB, 2010a)  
 
 
     % 
Voting Member 50.3 
Nonvoting Member 20.5 
Voting or Nonvoting Member 70.8 
 
 
Table 2 
 
Independent College and University Boards with Student Members (AGB, 2010b)  
 
      
              % 
Voting Member 8.5 
Nonvoting Member 12.5 
Voting or Nonvoting Member 20.1 
 
Statement of the Problem 
 There is an ongoing debate as to the value of Student Trustees among scholars, 
university Boards, college presidents, and educational associations, including the 
Association of Governing Boards (AGB). As the preeminent association for university 
trustees, the AGB conducts research on issues related to higher education governance and 
leadership. The Association has been commenting infrequently on the role and impact of 
Student Trustees since at least 1977.  
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For its part, AGB does not support the inclusion of students on university Boards 
(AGB, 2012). They suggest that students have a conflict of interest, are not on the Board 
long enough to provide value, and lack management experience. While largely ignored 
by most state institutions, AGB’s recommendation that students should not sit on 
university Boards is well supported in the literature and in statements by the Carnegie 
Commission on Higher Education (1973) and the Statement on Government of Colleges 
and Universities (1966) – the latter produced jointly by AGB alongside the American 
Association of University Professors (AAUP). The Association, however, recognizes the 
reality of student inclusion as a matter of tradition at some institutions and as a result of 
state mandates for others. As such, AGB has provided limited guidance regarding the 
inclusion of students in university governance.  
Those advocating for the inclusion of Student Trustees have argued that student 
participation in university governance is central to the mission of educational institutions 
within a democratic society. Student Trustees, they argue, improve the communication 
between university administration and students, provide a student perspective on 
important issues, and make the Board more responsive to student concerns.  
However, even those in agreement that students should participate in university 
governance have yet to reach consensus on exactly what that participation should entail. 
Policies vary widely from one institution to the next regarding the recruitment, selection, 
training, and voting rights of Student Trustees. These discrepancies are a direct result of 
the scarcity of research on the Student Trustee, and pose a problem for institutions 
seeking guidance on how best to support this role. This also poses a problem for 
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institutions that are considering adding a student to their Board, and are unclear on how 
to best do so. Finally, this is a problem for current and future Student Trustees, who often 
have just one year to figure out how best to make an impact on issues that matter to the 
student body. 
Hypothesis 
 This investigation addresses these issues by illuminating the myriad challenges 
and opportunities of Student Trusteeship. Through a historical case study design and 
document analysis, this descriptive study examines the genesis and developing role of the 
Student Trustee over nearly a half-century. The central question is whether Student 
Trustees, as direct stakeholders in the educational enterprise, offer a unique perspective 
that offers meaningful contributions to the discourse and decision-making processes of 
university Boards.  
Research Questions 
A thorough analysis of Board of Trustees minutes at the University of 
Massachusetts System – the first in the nation to require Student Trustees – is used to 
address this question. Campus, local, and national news articles are also used to provide 
context surrounding the origins and development of the Student Trustee. The study 
addresses four key research questions, including: 1) How did the first Student Trustee 
come to sit on the University’s board? 2) What was the genesis of that idea, and who was 
responsible for making that initial decision? 3) How has the role of the Student Trustee 
changed since its inception? And, 4) what factors were responsible for those changes?  
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Importance to Study of Higher Education 
 This investigation is unique because it provides an unprecedented look at the 
developing role of the Student Trustee over time. The comments of all 143 University of 
Massachusetts Student Trustees since 1970 are examined, providing a comprehensive 
sample. Additionally, examining the Student Trustees by gender, campus attended, and 
term length illuminates important trends, further enhancing the quality of the data 
collected.  
Taken as a whole, the data collected is a treasure trove for those seeking to 
understand the development of the Student Trustee’s role over time. Further, this study 
contributes to the literature by providing a methodology by which Student Trustee input 
on board decision-making can be collected and analyzed. Moreover, the study is 
successful in illuminating the ways in which Student Trustees can make meaningful 
contributions to the operation of university Boards. 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction 
 The purpose of this study is to understand how the role of the Student Trustee has 
developed over time, as well as to illuminate the opportunities and challenges of Student 
Trusteeship. This chapter provides the foundational knowledge necessary to understand 
the evolution of student participation in university governance – the roots of which date 
back to the middle ages. This chapter will review the impact of European universities on 
various forms of student involvement in the United States. Particular attention will be 
paid to student activism during the turbulent 1960’s, which ultimately led to great strides 
in student involvement, including the development of the Student Trustee.   
Also included will be a review of proposals for student participation as presented 
and debated in the literature. The attitudes of stakeholders regarding student involvement 
in university governance, including faculty, trustees, alumni, and the students themselves 
will also be considered. Ultimately, this chapter will: 
1. Summarize the history of student involvement in university governance,  
2. Summarize the literature that articulates the reasons not to involve students in 
university governance,  
3. Summarize the literature that articulates the reasons to involve students in 
university governance,  
4. Compare and contrast these two positions, and   
5. Summarize the literature on the current strategies that are used to involved 
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students in university governance.   
 The literature on student involvement was particularly robust during the 1960’s 
and 1970’s, and by contrast less evident in the more contemporary literature. As Tierney 
(2004) pointed out, the lack of recent literature on student participation in university 
governance is data in and of itself. According to Tierney, one must consider not merely 
the absence of students in the discussion, but also who is omitting them: 
The point is not merely that those who conduct research on higher education have 
fetishized their own role in governance, but that ignoring the student role in 
governance implicitly defines governance in a particular manner. Just as 
discussions of governance from one perspective or another assume that 
governance is important, when one studiously ignores a constituency, the 
assumption is more than that they “should” not have a role. By their absence, the 
point is made that they do not have a role (pg. 99). 
 
Indeed, the literature on shared governance is vastly weighted toward arguments for the 
inclusion of faculty, while relatively little attention has been paid to student participation. 
Nonetheless, there exists sufficient material dating back to the 40’s and beyond by which 
a substantive literature review on the subject was conducted. 
 There are a number of themes that will be reviewed in the literature. The first is 
that student involvement in university governance has been around as long as university 
itself. From Aristotle’s Lyceum to today’s multi-campus universities, students have 
always had some say in institutions of higher learning. Likewise, students have always 
pushed against the paternalistic relationship proposed by these institutions, backed by 
state or religious decree. That became even more evident in the 1960’s and 1970’s when 
sweeping national protests led to even greater student representation in university 
governance. 
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 Another theme explored in the literature is that of the opposition to versus 
advocacy for the Student Trustee. The opposition by some administrators, board 
members, and the AGB stems from a lack of confidence in students to responsibly 
prepare for and objectively perform the role of Trustee. Meanwhile, those advocating for 
Student Trustees are driven by the democratic ideal, believing that students as key 
stakeholders should have a voice in the governance of the institutions that they attend. 
 The final theme will be the utter chaos that is the current state of policies and 
procedures for Student Trusteeship. As the literature reveals, the policies vary so widely 
that determining best practices is overwhelming burdensome. That task has been made 
even more difficult by the AGB’s stance against Student Trustees. The chapter will 
conclude with an overview of how this study will begin to address that issue. 
Historical Context  
 The origins of student participation in academic governance can be traced as far 
back as Aristotle’s Lyceum – an educational institution with student governance at its 
core (McKown, 1944). For Aristotle, the purpose of student involvement was 
educational, and his model in which student overseers were elected by their peers was an 
early application of the democratic ideal in academe. While McKown reported a 
subsequent decline of the student council until its reappearance in Italy circa 1428, others 
(Klopf, 1960; Crane, 1969) have detailed the emergence of student participation in the 
governance of universities in Bologna and Paris as early as 1100–1200. Foreign scholars 
at these institutions formed nations – rudimentary student governments providing 
protection from oppression often levied on outsiders by local townspeople. These nations, 
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also known as guilds, soon took hold throughout Western Europe and spread particularly 
rapidly in Italy, which was undergoing a period of political turmoil (Klopf). 
 As institutions of higher education became more complex, residential houses and 
dormitory halls emerged, most notably in Oxford and Cambridge (Klopf). The students 
organized themselves according to these halls and developed mechanisms appropriate to 
managing these new communities. Klopf noted that the major difference between student 
governance then and more recent times is that students in the Middle Ages organized out 
of necessity, while students in the contemporary American system organized around 
democratic ideals. McKown (1944) held a more romantic view of the past, noting that 
scholars like Thomas Hill in England, Vittorino da Feltra in Italy, and Valentino 
Trotzendorf in Germany all viewed student participation as part and parcel with the 
educational mission of their respective institutions. This approach, they believed, would 
make education more attractive, while preparing students for leadership in both secular 
and religious affairs. 
 Early American institutions emulated the British model and were heavily 
influenced by the church – both of which posited a paternalistic relationship between 
teacher and student (Crane, 1969). As colonial universities became increasingly 
overregulated, students reacted and rebelled: 
Colonial college government denied any role to student opinion or to student 
voice. This made for situations of violence and overthrow at certain colleges, 
reports of which make the spine tingle! The history of American campuses is 
replete with stories of student rebellions, presidents being tarred and feathered, 
buildings being burned, and real damage and personal harm inflicted upon 
individuals (pg. 56).  
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It is widely accepted that the first appearance of student participation in university 
governance in the United States occurred in 1779 at The College of William & Mary, in 
Virginia (McKown; Crane). While the college had been in existence for three quarters of 
a century, McKown speculated that newly acquired independence from England and the 
emergence of the democratic ideal prompted this change of course. Under this new 
model, an elected student government handled minor matters including student discipline. 
While this change was by no means a revolutionary development, it did set the stage for 
greater advancements by William & Mary alumnus Thomas Jefferson, who founded the 
University of Virginia in 1819. Jefferson’s college went beyond student self-government, 
and extended student participation to include input in class selection and freedom from 
religious texts (McKown).  
 Similar experiments were tried at other institutions with mixed results (Klopf). 
Some provided too much power to students with little administrative guidance, while 
others provided too little power or scrutinized students too closely, diminishing the 
potential impact of their participation. One success story was Oberlin College (est. 1833), 
which admitted students of all races and fully integrated students into its management 
structure with the support of administration. The college would later become a model for 
other institutions, most notably the University of Michigan (est. 1837).  
 As participatory mechanisms continued to evolve during the early 1900’s, student 
governments began to coalesce into national associations (Klopf). Notable organizations 
include the National Self-Government Committee, the National Student Federation, and 
the Intercollegiate Association of Women Students, all of which emerged in the 1920’s 
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and 1930’s. The establishment of the National Student Association in 1946 further fueled 
the movement for student participation (Klopf). The Association produced a series of 
pamphlets advocating student involvement in university governance, including the highly 
influential Student Leaders, Student Government, and the American College (National 
Student Association, 1955). 
 The demise of in loco parentis, the rejection of administrative control, and 
increased calls for student participation by emerging activists were hallmarks of campus 
life during the turbulent 1960’s (Ingram & Associates, 1980). Student activists were 
particularly concerned with their freedom to protest around issues related to civil rights, 
the environment, and the war in Vietnam (Millett, 1980). According to Ingram, governing 
boards came into focus as a nexus of power: 
In the 1960s students came to see governing boards in particular as the holders of 
power, and amid various protests about the use (and to some students the abuse) 
of this power came demands for student membership on such boards. It was 
evidently assumed that the concerns of students would automatically be satisfied 
if students had access to this power. Or at least it was assumed that the older 
generations represented by the governing board members would better understand 
the student concerns if they heard them directly (pg. 207). 
 
Indeed, it was the college students of the 1960’s who challenged in loco parentis, and 
began to see themselves as adults worthy of equal inclusion in university decision-
making. 
The acceptance of college students as adults was bolstered in 1971 with the 
passage of the Twenty-Sixth Amendment, which mandated that states extend voting 
privileges to citizens who were eighteen years and older (Ingram, Millett). Unfortunately 
for students, those rights were not extended to include their representation in campus 
		
12 
governance. Amidst increasing opposition to student involvement by administrators and 
faculty, a coalition of student leaders from twenty-two states gathered in the summer of 
1977 for a summit in Columbia, Missouri (Ingram). After four days of meetings, they 
produced the Missouri Statement, which declared: 
It is imperative that students be placed on governing boards of colleges and 
universities with equal standing and all rights and responsibilities of other 
governing board members, including the right to vote. As the consumer of higher 
education, students have a right to active participation in governance at the 
highest level and at each major level of policy making, including, but not limited 
to, administration, curriculum, and collective bargaining (pg. 206).   
 
While little information exists on the impact of this declaration, the current prevalence of 
Student Trustees at public institutions seems to indicate that students’ insistence on a seat 
at the table did not fall on deaf ears. However, there was and still remains a great deal of 
institutional opposition to the inclusion of students on university boards, particularly at 
private institutions where state mandates cannot dictate board membership.  
Opposition to the Student Trustee 
 
Even before the student activists in the 1960’s demanded representation, and the 
students who gathered in Missouri declared it to be their civil right, there has existed a 
significant opposition to student participation in university governance. McGrath (1970) 
detailed the primary arguments used in opposition to such participation: a) students will 
dominate the academic society, b) the immaturity of students, c) the brief involvement of 
students, d) ignorance of professional values, and e) interference with study and gainful 
employment.  
The joint Statement on Government of Colleges and Universities by the 
Association of Governing Boards and the American Association of University Professors 
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(AAUP, 1996) addressed some of these concerns, stating: 
Ways should be found to permit significant student participation within the limits 
of attainable effectiveness. The obstacles to such participation are large and 
should not be minimized: inexperience, untested capacity, a transitory status 
which means that present action does not carry with it subsequent responsibility, 
and the inescapable fact that the other components of the institution are in a 
position of judgment over the students (pg. 1). 
 
This joint statement and others since have sent mixed messages – advocating for student 
participation while setting severe limitations on how that participation can be realized. 
Reports by the American Academy of Arts and Sciences (1971), as well as the Carnegie 
Commission on Higher Education (1973), have similarly supported student participation 
in principle, yet recommended against student representation on governing boards. For its 
part, the Carnegie Commission offered the following rationale for limiting student voice: 
The Carnegie Commission is generally sympathetic to greater student 
participation in those areas of governance where they have substantial interest and 
adequate competence, and where they will assume responsibility. We recognize at 
the same time that there are difficulties: How many students will involve 
themselves in governance? Will students attend committee meetings regularly? 
Will they inform themselves adequately and take responsibility? (pg. 16). 
 
These comments speak to the lack of trust in students that is a core element in every 
argument against their participation in university governance.  
 Evidence of that mistrust can be found then and now in reports by the Association 
of Governing Boards [AGB]. In Student-Faculty Trusteeship: A Short Debate (Woods & 
Nason, 1977), co-author John Nason questioned the ability of students to remain 
objective and not merely advocate for their own constituency. A more recent AGB brief 
(2012) also cited conflict of interest as its rationale for not supporting student board 
membership, noting that Student Trustees are often required to debate and vote on issues 
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that affect them directly.  
The Association of Governing Boards has also argued that creating a Student 
Trustee position may lead faculty, staff, and alumni to contend for board representation. 
This type of constituency-based representation, they argue, would dilute the influence of 
the Board’s lay trustees, whose value derives – beyond their generous donations and 
connections – from their general independence and separation from the consequences of 
their decisions.  
 Another argument set forth by the AGB is that students are less sophisticated and 
experienced with management issues, and therefore lack the ability to intelligibly debate 
complex administrative issues. Training on such matters, they say, would take more time 
than it would be worth, since Student Trustees are apt to graduate after just one year of 
board service. Likewise, that transitory nature, they argue, makes it less possible for them 
to take on responsibilities within board committees, where the bulk of board work occurs.   
 Finally, the AGB has argued that Student Trustees have demonstrated an inability 
to work with other student leaders. They contend that the appointment of Student 
Trustees by a governor or another legislative body without consultation or ratification 
from the student government can result in conflict between the trustee and the student 
body at large. 
Many of AGB’s arguments were vigorously supported by Bowen (1982). The 
author’s first sentence directly confronted the inquiry in the title Should Faculty or 
Students Be on the Board?: “The answer to this question is No.” Bowen cites students’ 
lack of confidentiality, adding that the mere presence of students would inhibit the 
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veracity of discussion characteristic of university board meetings. He even posited that 
the inclusion of students would result in some members resigning their posts, though he 
offered no evidence for that claim. 
Advocacy for the Student Trustee 
While opponents of student participation in university governance have made 
some persuasive arguments, proponents of student involvement have vigorously defended 
their case with equally convincing evidence. Klopf (1960), for instance, cited the positive 
benefits for campus community development and individual maturation that can come 
from student participation:  
Experience in governing gives students a chance not only to learn the democratic 
processes but to experiment with them. Meaningful participation will develop 
mature individuals who recognize and respect their responsibilities for it (pg. 47). 
 
Keeton (1971) agreed that maturation was a key outcome of student involvement:  
The task of developing maturity in students cannot be well done if they 
themselves do not take major responsibility for the quality of student life. To 
insist otherwise is demeaning of their maturity and futile in practice (pg. 19). 
 
Likewise, Crane (1969) vouched for the capacity of students to rise to this challenge:  
To assume that students come to college or university completely ill-prepared or 
to overlook that this electronic age has saturated their experience outside of 
school with much learning would be to underestimate student capabilities. Most 
are well prepared to accept freedom within the framework of correlative 
responsibilities and authority (pg. 55). 
 
Menon (2003) furthered the argument for student participation as a means for maturation 
and civic development, noting that:  
Participatory democracy is believed to contribute to the personal growth and 
development of students by enabling them to learn by example, through the 
adoption of democratic principles in real life situations (pg. 237).    
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Menon added that student participation has institutional benefits as well, allowing for the 
easier enactment of decisions that have already been vetted by students.   
Even the American Association of University Professors (AAUP), which 
proposed limits on student participation, noted that the exercise of student authority 
supports the educational mission while ensuring student involvement in orderly discourse 
– as opposed to potentially violent student demonstrations (1973). In that same year, a 
committee of students at Cambridge concurred, noting that:  
It is better to establish formal arrangements for consultation while relations 
between students and staff are good, than to defer agreement on formal 
procedures until they are most needed. A very difficult situation could arise if 
informal arrangements broke down and there were no agreed channels of 
communication. (University of Cambridge, 1973, pg. 457). 
 
The committee went on to address the mistrust between students and staff, positing that 
its roots lie in students’ ignorance of how the university is governed, alongside faculty 
misconceptions about the reasons for student desires to acquire equal representation. 
 While the decades-long debate regarding student participation in governance has 
risen and receded like the tides, incremental steps toward greater representation have 
continued to take place. For many, like the former University of California at Berkeley 
Chancellor Albert Bowker, the conversation was always about how best to implement 
this policy:  
Regarding student participation, it is my view that we are quite beyond the 
question of whether there will be student participation. The answer to that 
question is to me most clear; of course there will be student participation. The 
question is rather how? How and through what mechanisms will students 
participate? So we are involved in a process of evolution (McConnell & Stewart, 
1977, pg. 19). 
 
Indeed, since student participation already appears to be in practice so many institutions 
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(Association of Governing Boards, 2010a), turning attention to how best to make that 
system work seems appropriate will be the focus of the next section of this analysis. 
Implementation Proposals 
Advocates for greater student representation in university governance have 
championed numerous proposals for the implementation of such involvement. Based on 
various philosophical underpinnings, these proposals have ranged from the inclusion of 
students on university boards and committees, to a complete overhaul of the current 
system through the development of community councils and university senates. 
Regardless of their form, these proposals (many of which have already been put into 
practice) have been designed to provide greater representation for all stakeholders, 
including faculty, staff, alumni, and students.  
 Alexander (1969) offered a proposal that involved the creation of a representative 
student government. Based on the idea that students rarely know who their student 
representatives are, Alexander developed a system by which any student could become a 
representative, as long as that student could collect 20 signatures from peers. He figured 
that a college of 10,000 students would have a representative government of 500 
delegates. To make such a large body workable, Alexander suggested the use of 
electronic voting devices, not unlike those in congress, where delegates could express 
their support for or opposition to a proposal. Under his parliamentary system, student 
delegates would receive one academic credit per term for their participation. 
 The development of campus wide councils and senates at Columbia University, 
Ohio State University, and Princeton University, among others, provided for a manner of 
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distributed governance among institutional stakeholders (Carnegie, 1973). Columbia’s 
University Senate, for instance, was composed of 100 members, including 45 tenured 
faculty, 14 non-tenured faculty, 20 students, seven administrators (including the president 
and the provost), two alumni, and 12 additional staff and affiliated members. Although 
the Board of Trustees and faculty committees remained intact, the university senate had 
(and continues to have) significant influence over campus wide policy.  
 While other models focused on the traditional development of advisory boards 
and committees, and the inclusion of Student Trustees, it was the implementation of these 
practices, much more than their format, that best determined their success. Klopf (1960), 
for instance, noted that the selection of quality student delegates was critical, as was the 
development of an orientation program for those delegates. He also noted that there must 
be a sense of trust “in the student that he has not only a right but a real contribution to 
make in the development of college policy, goals, and programs.” In effect, the 
commitment to increasing student participation must be genuine and widely accepted by 
faculty and administrators.  
 Crane (1969) asserted that institutions must take a student-first approach, whereby 
all efforts should be focused on the education and development of the students. He added 
that students must be seen as capable adults, and that student-faculty interactions must 
take place on a level playing field, with each constituency playing a role in the 
development of the academic environment. 
 Student access to institutional information has been suggested as a central element 
in the successful implementation of their participation. Millett (1980) noted that the 
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responsibility rests with the faculty and administration to provide both information and 
training to students involved in governance. 
The Cambridge students echoed this concern, citing as critical the opportunity to 
master the issues, while conceding that student representatives “must be willing to spend 
the considerable amount of time needed to read the papers and to acquire the necessary 
background information” (1973, pg. 456). 
Effective communication between students and the faculty was another common 
theme throughout the literature. Klopf (1960) asserted that “the barriers between students 
and faculty must be lowered,” and the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education (1973) 
later recommended that faculty and students should serve on joint committees.   
 While the Association of Governing Boards does not support the inclusion of 
Student Trustees, AGB for decades now has recognized and discussed the reality of 
Student Trustees as a matter of tradition at some institutions and as a result of state 
mandates for others. The results of a comprehensive study on Student Trustee efficacy 
were reported in AGB Reports (McIntyre, 1977), including several recommendations for 
successful implementation. First and foremost was that more research should be 
conducted on Student Trustee impact and effectiveness. The report also advocated for 
extensive training and orientation programs designed to get Student Trustees up to speed 
on board processes and important issues. It was also recommended that the Board itself 
should play a significant role in articulating the requirements, responsibilities, and 
expectations of the Student Trustee. In addition, AGB recommended that the student 
government president not be eligible to be the Student Trustee. This would help to ensure 
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that the Student Trustee functioned as a trustee first and a student representative second. 
Another noteworthy recommendation was that tuition waivers be granted to Student 
Trustees. According to the AGB report, this would eliminate conflict of interest issues 
with regard to voting on tuition increases, would attract more competent applicants for 
the position, and would eliminate some need for Student Trustees to work, allowing them 
more time to focus on important board issues.  
 AGB revisited the issue of Student Trustees more than three decades later 
(Alvarez-Breckenridge, 2010). Among them was the kind of comprehensive orientation 
program that was called for in AGB’s 1977 report, focused on governance procedures 
and the university’s strategic plan, as well as fiscal and development issues. The author 
also recommended ongoing mentoring – either by current board members or by past 
Student Trustees – as well as access to previous board self-evaluations. Alvarez-
Breckenridge further advised that the Student Trustee work jointly with the Board mentor 
to develop a statement of expectations and strategic priorities, to keep the student on-task 
and accountable. The Student Trustee would also meet regularly with a representative 
from student government and a student affairs administrator to discuss student-related 
issues facing the Board. Another recommendation was that Student Trustees should be 
eligible for all board committees, not just those focused on student and academic affairs. 
This would serve to broaden the influence of the student perspective on important board 
matters. Finally, the author proposed the creation of a Student Trustee alumni society that 
would provide mentorship to current Student Trustees as well as ongoing guidance to 
university presidents and boards.  
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 Many of those recommendations were echoed by Elfreth (2011), another former 
Student Trustee. In this “field guide for student board members,” Elfreth reported on the 
results of a national survey of 48 Student Trustees, many of who served as statewide 
regents for multiple institutions. She recommended that new Student Trustees be engaged 
in an active induction process: 
Ideally, before they step into their first board meeting, Student Trustees should be 
educated on the culture and dynamics of the Board, the missions and 
demographics of the institutions in the system, the structures of shared 
governance and student leadership within each institution and the system, and the 
major issues facing all of the aforementioned bodies (pg. 52). 
 
In order to accomplish this, Elfreth recommended that recently elected Student Trustees 
shadow the outgoing Student Trustee, attend board meetings and related social events, 
and establish communication with influential student leaders. Building informal 
relationships with board members was also noted as central to understanding the 
expectations and potential areas of influence for the Student Trustee. Also recommended 
was that Student Trustees prepare diligently for board meetings by reading the material 
provided to them and thoroughly researching controversial issues.  
Current Policies 
Policies related to Student Trustees vary from one institution to the next. 
However, variances in their selection, recruitment, training, roles, and responsibilities 
offer great insight into how individual universities conceptualize the purpose of Student 
Trustees to each institution. Some view the Student Trustee as a representative of the 
student body, and require that they chair the student senate, hold open office hours, or 
host town hall meetings designed to elicit the student perspective on important board 
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matters. Meanwhile, others view the Student Trustee as first and foremost a 
representative of the Board, and therefore require extensive training on avoiding conflict 
of interest issues, and may also require that the Student Trustee not hold a position on the 
student government.  
The Association of Governing Boards has developed the Public Higher Education 
Boards Database, a comprehensive tool providing information on board composition at 
public institutions, including the appointment methods, term lengths, and voting status of 
Student Trustees. Elfreth’s (2011) analysis of the data reveals that of the 28 state systems 
with Student Trustees, only four do not provide full voting rights. Most boards have just 
one Student Trustee, while others have two, three, and as many as four in Connecticut 
and Nebraska, and five in Massachusetts & New Hampshire. The systems are basically 
spilt between requiring that Student Trustees serve one-year terms (14) or two-year terms 
(13), with Iowa having no official term requirements. Unfortunately, similar information 
is currently unavailable for private institutions. 
Student Trustees are generally recruited through an announcement on the Board 
of Trustees website, which is generally accompanied by an article in the school paper. 
Some Board of Trustees sites like those of Indiana University, Kent State, and Texas 
A&M include a specific page on Student Trustees, with comprehensive information on 
the requirements, responsibilities, and expectations of board membership. Many others, 
however, offer only a link to download the application with little context on the origins 
and purpose of the position. The best recruitment tools provide prospective applicants 
with a sense of the importance and benefits of the position as well as the commitment 
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involved.      
General qualifications for Student Trusteeship include good academic standing, 
full-time status, and a clean judicial record. Some applications list a GPA requirement, 
including Kent State (2.5) and the University of New England (2.75), although some like 
Cal State University (2.0) don’t set the bar very high. Involvement in campus, 
community, and civic activities are generally looked upon favorably in the application 
process, with some universities requiring that they be detailed in either a resume or essay 
format. A complete application generally includes a personal statement, transcript, and 
letter(s) of recommendation. Some schools require applicants to waive their rights under 
the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA), and some also require a 
fingerprint and/or criminal background check. A petition with anywhere from 50–100 
student signatures is also required at the University of New England (50), Los Angeles 
Community College (100), and Spelman College (100).  
 Information sessions may be offered for those applying to be a Student Trustee, 
and at some institutions, like Ohio State and the University of Vermont, they are 
mandatory. Ohio State also requires that all applicants attend an informal reception with 
the full Board of Trustees. Meanwhile, Indiana University encourages applicants to 
attend an official board meeting, so that they can become better acquainted with board 
processes and important issues that will likely arise.  
 The selection process for Student Trustees is managed in a number of different 
ways. Some institutions like Wake Forest University require input from the student 
government, as well as the Board’s trusteeship committee and student life committee. 
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Meanwhile, Ohio University incorporates feedback from the president, and California 
State, Kent State, and the University of New England include the dean of students or vice 
president of student affairs in the process. The state governor appoints Student Trustees at 
public institutions, with valued input from many of the parties mentioned above. While 
little is mentioned regarding campaigning on most institution’s websites, Wake Forest 
University makes it clear that campaigning is expressly prohibited.  
 Once elected or appointed to the Board, Student Trustees serve a term of either 
one or two years. For some schools, like Ohio State, Kent State, and California State, the 
two-year term is mandatory. Meanwhile, a second term for Student Trustees at Wake 
Forest University is considered optional. In the unusual case of Spelman College, Student 
Trustees are required to serve a three-year term.  
Voting privileges also vary, with some institutions like American University and 
the University of New England providing full voting rights, and most others allowing 
only for participation in discussion and debate, but no vote. Meanwhile, there is pending 
legislation in Ohio that would require 13 state schools to formally decide whether or not 
to grant Student Trustees full board participation, including voting power. The process by 
which each institution will make this decision – including how students will be involved 
– would make an interesting case study. 
How Student Trustees solicit input and feedback from the student body also varies 
from one institution to the next. Some like the Ohio University Student Trustee hold 
office hours where students can stop in and voice their concerns. Others like the Student 
Trustee at Evergreen State College hold town hall meetings on pressing issues like rising 
		
25 
tuition. At the University of North Carolina, one of the student body president’s major 
responsibilities is to serve as the Student Trustee. Meanwhile, students at the University 
of Illinois reserve a seat for their Student Trustee on the executive board of the student 
senate.   
The manner by which the benefits of being a Student Trustee are articulated also 
depends greatly on the philosophy of the university. Ohio State and Kent State tout the 
opportunity to help make decisions that move the institution forward; while Ohio 
University boasts about the numerous opportunities for networking with influential 
individuals, and notes that the unique experiences of Student Trustees give them an 
advantage in competing for both scholarships and jobs. Other institutions like Parkland 
College, Triton College, and Illinois Valley Community College offer full or reduced 
tuition waivers for participation as Student Trustees, and in recognition of the many hours 
of volunteer service required of the position. Of course, there can be the occasional 
drawbacks to the position. For instance, the student government at Miami University 
recently upheld that Student Trustees are not allowed to study abroad during their term 
(Slater, 2012).  
 The wide variance in policies regarding Student Trustees may be symptomatic of 
a disbelief in their efficacy by major organizations like the Association of Governing 
Boards. While the AGB has made some general recommendations regarding Student 
Trustees, it has done little to engage boards in a meaningful discussion of best practices. 
Likewise, little research has been conducted on the development of the Student Trustee, 
which would shed some light on how institutions can make the best use of students in that 
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role. In fact, the only available research on the subject comes from the AGB itself, which 
has taken a position against the practice. 
Summary 
 What is known, as evidenced by the preceding literature review, is that student 
involvement in university governance is nothing new. From Aristotle’s Lyceum until 
today, students have desired a role in shaping their own education, and have fought both 
inside and outside the system to attain it. While the debates and disturbances of the 
1960’s and 1970’s pushed many lawmakers to provide a student representative on 
governing boards of public universities, most private institutions and the associations that 
represent them have been recalcitrant in their stance against Student Trustees. It boils 
down to a mistrust of students – mainly in their ability to handle complex issues, as well 
as their capacity to vote against their own interests in favor of the best interests of the 
institution. Meanwhile, some of those institutions with Student Trustees have found ways 
to handle or at least mitigate these issues.  
 As student involvement in university governance continues to expand, there 
seems to be no point in arguing if they should have a role on university boards. The big 
question here is, what is the proper role of students in university governance? How can 
students make meaningful contributions to the dialogue concerning important issues 
facing their institutions?  
What’s clear from the literature is that there are many opinions but little evidence 
as to the contributions of Student Trustees over time. This study, which traces the 
inception of the Student Trustee and its development over nearly a half-century at a 
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single institution serves to illuminate the challenges and opportunities of the inclusion of 
students in university governance. It also provide a set of lessons for institutions looking 
to refine their selection, training, communication, and other processes related to the 
Student Trustee, while providing important insights for those institutions still considering 
whether to add one to their board. The central hypothesis of this investigation is that 
including a Student Trustee is both logistically possible and beneficial to the process of 
effective decision-making by university boards.  
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODS 
Introduction 
The purpose of this investigation is to examine the developing role of the Student 
Trustee over time. The central hypothesis is that Student Trustees, as direct stakeholders 
in the educational enterprise, offer a unique perspective that offers meaningful 
contributions to the discourse and decision-making processes of university Boards. In 
determining the appropriate methodology for such a study, one must decide the best 
means for identifying how students can make meaningful contributions, particularly with 
respect to the decision-making processes of university boards. Past methods (Alvarez-
Breckenridge, 2010; Elfreth, 2011; McIntyre, 1977) have consisted of wide-ranging 
policy review and analysis, with recommendations for best practice. An alternative 
approach is to take a deep look at the genesis, development, and current state of the 
Student Trustee on a particular board. In other words, a bounded case study consisting of 
a more intensive review of board minutes, voting records, and relevant news articles can 
provide a more complete picture of the challenges, opportunities, and best practices of 
Student Trusteeship.  
Case Study Design 
According to Yin (2009), “Case studies are a preferred method when (a) “how” or 
“why” questions are being posed, (b) the investigator has little control over the events, 
and (c) the focus is on a contemporary phenomenon within a real-life context” (pg. 2). 
Yin’s definition fits well with the research questions, which seeks to explore the decades-
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long development of a complex phenomenon: the Student Trustee. Focusing in on a 
bounded system like a single university allows for the ability to dig deeper and provide a 
thick description of this phenomenon through which one can glean important lessons 
(Merriam, 1998). The reader is important here too. Since the implementation of the 
Student Trustee varies so greatly from one institution to another, a case study allows the 
reader to review a single case and reconstruct the information in a way that makes it most 
useful to that reader (Stake, 2000). 
Case Description 
The University of Massachusetts System was chosen purposefully for this study 
after an extensive review of top national universities with Student Trustees. Chartered in 
1863, the University of Massachusetts has a relatively long history of student inclusion 
on its Board of Trustees, dating back to 1969 when the Massachusetts state legislature 
was the first in the nation to provide for elected students to serve on university boards 
(Liston, 1969). One Student Trustee represented the entire University of Massachusetts 
System, which at the time included Amherst, Boston, and a medical campus in 
Worcester, until a second undergraduate Student Trustee position was added in 1971 
(Pascarelli, 1971). Both positions held the same privileges as regular board members, 
including full voting rights.  
In 1991, Governor Bill Weld reorganized the Board of the UMass System, which 
then included Amherst, Boston, and Worcester, as well as the newly integrated campuses 
at Lowell and Dartmouth. Five students – one from each institution – were included on 
the 23-member board, although only two at a time were granted voting rights on an 
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annually rotating basis (Cohen, 1991). There is currently legislation pending in the State 
Senate that would grant full voting rights to all five Student Trustees (An act providing 
full student representation on the University of Massachusetts Board of Trustees, 2015). 
If passed, the UMass System would have the most voting student members (5) and the 
highest level of student power of any state system, with students comprising five of 22 
(22.7%) Board positions. The next closest system with that much student power is in 
Minnesota, where three of 15 (20%) board members are students with voting rights 
(Ogle, 2008). 
Document Collection 
This study focused on the analysis of primary and secondary sources. Primary 
sources included items from the University Archives, including minutes and voting 
records of the Board of Trustees. Access to the archives was requested and granted 
through email correspondence with library reference staff, although all necessary 
information is open and available online.  Secondary sources included relevant news 
articles from The Statesman, The Boston Globe, The Crier, The Massachusetts Daily 
Collegian, Alumnus, and Solstice. Articles from these publications were readily 
accessible via online archives.  
Archival research was conducted online from December 2015 to March 2016. 
Additional documents were retrieved online during that same timespan. Information from 
all sources were sorted, examined, and coded immediately upon collection. Information 
from both primary and secondary sources was collected and placed chronologically as a 
means to consider documents in their proper historical context as well as to crosscheck 
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for validity. Documents were scanned for mentions of the Student Trustee, sometimes 
referred to as the student representative. Once a Student Trustee was identified, that 
Student Trustee’s last name was searched for additional mentions where they were 
simply referred to as “Trustee,” followed by their last name.  
Coding and Analysis 
Documents containing Student Trustee mentions were carefully examined for 
themes relevant to the creation, development, impact, and perception of the Student 
Trustee. The pages containing the relevant excerpt(s) were then extracted from the PDF 
version of the document. Using thematic analysis, documents were further coded and 
categorized according to emerging themes. For organizational purposes, documents from 
one source, like UMass Board minutes, were fully examined before moving on to the 
next source, like The Boston Globe.  
Documents were later recoded and bundled based on larger emerging themes. An 
example is the most prominent theme of “finance” that includes a number of sub-themes 
like tuition, fees, budget, financial aid, and investment policies. Likewise, “governance” 
is an amalgamation of sub-themes including chancellor selection, shared governance, 
term limits, and committees. An excerpt that touched on multiple themes would be 
categorized multiple times. For example, an excerpt where the Student Trustee advocated 
for student government to have a greater say in chancellor selection and setting tuition 
and fees would be categorized as “student voice“ and “governance” and “finance.”  
While every comment by the Student Trustee and mention of the Student Trustee 
was coded, more meaningful contributions received an additional coding of 
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“Noteworthy.” Excerpts that received this designation were unusual in some way, like 
when one Student Trustee contradicted another – a rare occurrence, or when a Student 
Trustee made a lengthy and impassioned statement. Some excerpts were also momentous, 
like when a Student Trustee joined a committee for the first time or convinced the Board 
to adopt a new and generally more progressive policy.  
The excerpted documents were then uploaded to NVivo’s qualitative data analysis 
software. Each document from the Board minutes was titled using the date (year, month 
day), the name of the source, the name of the Student Trustee(s), and the relevant themes. 
For example: 1989.4.5 Minutes – Orefice, Walker, Kruczek, Noteworthy, Fees, Voting 
Block. News articles were also uploaded using that date and source system, as well as the 
title of the article. For example: 1970.1.11 Globe – Cyntia Olken, UMass Student-Board 
Member. 
The Student Trustees themselves were added as “Cases” in NVivo, and were 
coded by the campus they attended, the decade in which they served, and their gender. 
Doing so provided the ability to sort and bundle the excerpts as a means to identify 
emerging trends. The raw data was downloaded from NVivo into an excel spreadsheet, 
where line and bar graphs were created to illustrate those trends. 
Summary 
The analysis that follows was gleaned by searching more than 11,700 pages of 
Board meeting minutes for mentions of the Student Trustee. Additionally, more than 100 
news articles containing Student Trustee mentions were collected to add greater context 
to the findings in the Board minutes. The findings are driven by the research questions 
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and the data that was collected during this process. They include an examination of the 
genesis of the first Student Trustee and an exploration of the issues covered by the first 
students to take on that role. They also address the most frequent issues commented upon 
by Student Trustees, as well as those “noteworthy” moments. They also cover the 
development of the polices related to the Student Trustee, including the growth in number 
of Student Trustees, the expansion of their responsibilities, and their push for full voting 
rights.  
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CHAPTER 4 
FINDINGS 
Introduction 
 The purpose of this study was to explore the evolving role of the Student Trustee 
at the University of Massachusetts System, including campuses at Amherst, Boston, 
Worcester, Dartmouth, and Lowell. The role of the Student Trustee at UMass has been 
challenging, complex, and continuously evolving since the position was created in 1969. 
The following research questions were examined in order to better understand this 
phenomenon. 
1. How did the first Student Trustee come to sit on the University’s board?  
2. What was the genesis of that idea, and who was responsible for making that 
decision?  
3. How has the role of the Student Trustee changed since its inception?  
4. What factors were responsible for those changes?  
Based on a review of the documents, this chapter provides an overview of the Student 
Trustees in aggregate, focuses in on some of the most active Student Trustees, and 
highlights the issues they addressed during their time on the Board. The chapter begins 
with a statistical review of Student Trustee participation based on the UMass board 
minutes, followed by the findings. 
By the Numbers 
A review of the University of Massachusetts board minutes revealed that 143 
students have held the title of Student Trustee between 1970 and 2015. See Appendix A 
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on page 123 for the full list. During that time, students have held the title at all five 
campuses – 44 at Amherst (30.56%), 41 at Boston (28.47%), 22 at Worcester (15.97%), 
19 at Lowell (13.19%), and 17 at Dartmouth (11.81%). See Figure 1 below. 
 
 
 
The vast majority of Student Trustees (119) served a single one-year term, but some 
served for two years (18), and others for as many as three years (6). See Figure 2 below. 
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Those serving multiple-year terms were spread fairly equally amongst all five campuses, 
with UMass Lowell having the most multiple-term Student Trustees (6). See Figure 3 
below. 
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Each new Student Trustee was welcomed on the occasion of their first meeting by 
the Board chair, using the gendered salutations Mr. or Ms., accompanied by their full 
name. This custom provided insight into the gender breakdown of the Student Trustees – 
98 men (68%) and 46 women (32%), a 2:1 ratio of men to women. See Figure 4 below. 
 
 
 
A look at Student Trustee gender by decade reveals a stark disparity between men 
and women holding that role in the 1990’s. During that decade, men held 89% of the 
available positions. That disparity has decreased, with women holding 42% of available 
positions since 2000. See Figure 5 below. 
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Figure 6 below shows the frequency of remarks by each Student Trustee, organized from most remarks made on the left 
and least on the right. For the purposes of this study, remarks are defined as any substantial commentary made by a Student 
Trustee on any topic, whether self-initiated or in response to someone else. More than half (52%) of the Student Trustees (75) 
made five remarks or less during their time on the Board, while 35 made anywhere from 6–10 remarks (24%), and 34 made 11 
or more remarks (24%). 
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Figure 7 below highlights the Student Trustees that held multiple terms in blue. While Student Trustees have served 
multiple terms in every decade, there appears to be no correlation between the number of terms served by a Student Trustee 
and that Student Trustee’s activity on the board.  
 
		
41 
The most outspoken Student Trustees were Amherst’s Paul Cronin (44), 
Lawrence Ladd (42), Marion Batiste (39), and Richard LaVoice (32), as well as Boston’s 
Cary Rothenburger (35). Of those, only LaVoice served multiple terms, 1979–1980 and 
1980–1981.  
The number of remarks made by Student Trustees varied from year to year, but 
generally trended downward over the 45 years since 1970. See Figure 8 below for a look 
by year. 
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Another look by decade better reveals this trend. See Figure 9 below. 
 
The most common topics discussed included finance, governance, academics, and student 
voice in university decision-making. See Figure 10 below. 
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Discussion on these topics fluctuated over time, but issues related to finance, including 
tuition, fees, and general affordability, remained the most commented upon. See Figure 
11 below. 
 
 
Other topics like student services, politics, athletics, affirmative action, and residential 
life would spike for one or two years and flatten the next as issues arose and were 
resolved, or were simply displaced by more urgent topics. 
Historical Context 
The legislation that gave students a seat on the UMass Board of Trustees was a 
reactive measure by Massachusetts Governor Francis W. Sargent to the contentious and 
sometimes violent campus protests sweeping the nation. These anti-establishment 
protests of the late 1960’s and early 1970’s were fueled in part by opposition to the 
Vietnam War, racial discrimination, and sexism, as well as a demand for institutional 
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accountability.  
Student activists viewed university boards as part of the establishment that created 
the inequities they were railing against. A 1968 survey by the Educational Testing 
Service revealed that university trustees were older, overwhelmingly white, and 
politically moderate (Educational Testing Service, 1968) – quite the opposite of the 
young, more diverse, and politically radical student activists. Additionally, trustees 
largely believed that, “Student decision-making, to the extent that it should exist at all, 
should concern only ‘traditional’ student concerns such as fraternities and sororities...” 
(Skolnick, 2013, pg. 116). Board meetings became a favorite target of student activists. In 
April 1968, students at Trinity College took over an administrative building for thirty-two 
hours, not allowing those inside to leave. Meanwhile, student activists at other 
institutions like Penn State and the University of South Carolina included a student seat 
on the university board among their demands (Grose, 2007). 
Campus protests reached a fever pitch from 1968–1969. In April 1968, in the 
wake of the assassination of Martin Luther King, Jr., students at Columbia University 
took control of multiple university-owned buildings and were eventually forcefully 
removed by police. A similarly violent scene played out at Harvard University in April 
1969, after students took over University Hall. Many more sit-ins took place throughout 
Massachusetts, including at Boston University, Brandeis, Holy Cross, Tufts, and UMass. 
Sargent viewed these potentially dangerous confrontations between students and 
administration as a breakdown of diplomacy – a breakdown that would lead to bloodshed 
one year later at Kent State in Ohio. 
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Sargent Legislation 
In June 1969, just two months after the violent incident at Harvard, Governor 
Sargent spoke at the College of the Holy Cross commencement and proposed the 
legislation that would give students a seat on state college and university boards 
(Micciche, 1969, pg. 1). "It is my hope,” he said, “more my urgent recommendation, that 
what I propose today becomes a pattern across the nation, in private and public education 
alike,” adding that doing so would help “move protest from confrontation to dialogue.” 
He continued, 
The challenge is to the young to give us their best, to channel the drive for 
excellence into creativity, to take their place in the democratic process and to raise 
their voice in relevance. The commitment is to us all, to give the student a 
genuine voice, to give the society the benefit of fresh insight, to give America a 
newer lease on an older life (pg. 1). 
 
While State Representative George Rogers had previously drafted such a bill, it 
was Governor Sargent’s bill that was ultimately taken up by the legislature. The bill had 
strong support heading into the Joint Legislative Committee on Education. Sargent’s aid 
Albert Kramer spoke on his behalf before the committee and warned, “If we preach 
democracy, yet deny our youth the chance to practice it, then we are hypocrites – and 
deserve the scorn our youth shall rightly heap upon us.” Some legislators pushed back, 
arguing that student senates provided an adequate outlet for expression, that the governor 
already had power to appoint students to these boards, and that such a move was designed 
simply to appease students. Nevertheless, the bill passed in August 1969, making 
Massachusetts the first state to provide for elected students to serve on state colleges and 
university boards (Dyne, 1969). The bill added one Student Trustee each to the Boards of 
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the University of Massachusetts, Lowell Technological Institute, and Southeastern 
Massachusetts University, and created student advisory commissions for the Boards of 
state and community colleges (Student Trustees, 1969). 
After the legislation passed, Sargent charged an Election Committee with 
developing the policies and procedures by which the Student Trustees would be chosen. 
He made it clear that he wanted Student Trustees on equal footing with other board 
members, stating, “These students will have just as much voice and voting power as the 
trustees, and I think most colleges will welcome them.” He also pointed out the blind 
spots that trustees had on student issues while extoling the unique value that students 
would bring to the Board. “We recognize that the Boards haven’t been close to the 
problems,” he said. “This is one way of getting them directly involved. The students will 
be in on decisions and on discussion leading to decisions.” One of those early discussions 
was related to free speech and policies concerning student publications. Student Trustees, 
he believed, could add valuable input in this debate. “I don’t think there should be 
censorship,” Sargent said, “but there is a second aspect – that of responsibility and taste. 
Now with students on the Boards, this could be discussed with the Board. The views on 
the Student Trustees should play a major part in the decisions” (Gov. Sargent, 1969, pg. 
1).  
The First Student Trustees 
A seat on the Board was hardly enough to stem the tide of student activism and 
campus protest, at least at UMass Amherst. Dissatisfied with regular course offerings, 
students constructed “Free University City” in September 1969. This cluster of geodesic 
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domes provided a space for free, unstructured learning that supplemented the academic 
curriculum. The project was allowed to proceed by university administration and was 
even given a permanent home when the structures eventually blew down due to wind 
(Index, 1989).  
 
Figure 12: Free University City (University Photograph Collection, undated) 
 
On May 3, 1970, two days after President Nixon announced his decision to invade 
Cambodia, UMass Amherst students voted to go on strike in protest. One day later, the 
Ohio National Guard gunned down four students and wounded nine others at Kent State. 
UMass Boston voted to go on strike the very next day, joining similar movements at 
some 1,250 other colleges around the nation (Elder, 2015). 
It was in this atmosphere of contentious and sometimes violent protest that the 
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first Student Trustees joined their college and university boards. Unsurprisingly, the first 
Student Trustees reflected the character of the anti-establishment movement that brought 
them to serve on the Board. Many believed that boards were an ineffective and 
inequitable means of governance that at best ignored and at worst suppressed student 
voice. 
Cynthia Olken 
 
Figure 13: Cynthia Olken (University Photograph Collection, 1970) 
 
Cynthia Olken, a 21-year-old working class senior and government major at 
UMass Amherst, was the first Student Trustee in the UMass system, representing both 
the Amherst and Boston Campuses. Governor Sargent announced her appointment on the 
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weekend of December 20, 1969, and she took her seat on the 23-member Board of 
Trustees on January 8, 1970. Olken’s tenure would lay the groundwork for the 142 other 
Student Trustees at the five UMass campuses who would pass down that title for nearly 
half a century. 
Her arrival was heralded in two Boston Globe articles, including one that began, 
“A student leader at the University of Massachusetts, who believes that it may be time to 
abolish boards of trustees, has been named the first student to sit as a trustee at her 
school” (Levey, 1969, pg. 3). Indeed, she was on record stating that governing boards 
should be abolished and replaced with a more representative structure. “We should look 
at the picture of whether we ought to abolish the trustee system as it is today,” she said, 
citing as an example the University of Toronto, where a 70-member body of students, 
faculty, and administrators made policy decisions. 
At the same time, Olken was pragmatic yet hopeful regarding her newfound role, 
stating, “I don’t expect miracles from placing one student on the Board. We’ve had a 
good relationship with the Board in the past. Maybe this will be one small step toward 
what ought to be a complete change in how a university is governed.”  
Olken was no stranger to the Board, having attending meetings as the student 
senate vice president as early as April 1968. She spoke before the Board in September 
1969 in favor of residence hall self-determination – a measure that passed and allowed 
students to more autonomy to develop their own guest policy. (University of 
Massachusetts Board of Trustees, 1969a). In October 1969, she provided student input to 
the Board’s Executive Committee on the Reorganization of the University, which 
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established a state university system with one president and multiple chancellors – the 
very system that is used today (UMass, 1969b). 
Olken felt a sense of duty to the students that elected her, as noted in the Board 
minutes from September 8, 1969:  
Miss Olken noted that, as Vice President of the Student Senate, she must answer 
to 16,000 students on campus; their support is dependent on their confidence (pg. 
3354).  
 
However, the student senate president made advocating for students just a bit more 
difficult when he was quoted in the school paper saying, “We will disobey the Board if 
they do not allow student governing bodies to pass our own social regulations" (UMass, 
1969d, pg. 3398). This made the Board chair and other trustees unhappy with the entire 
slate of student leadership, including Olken.  
 As a trustee, Olken spoke out on issues related to the retention of black faculty 
(UMass, 1970a) and student voice in the planning of new spaces at UMass Boston 
(UMass, 1970b). And at least some trustees were listening, as evidenced in the minutes 
from January 20, 1970:  
Trustee Knowles asked if the plans had been reviewed by representatives of the 
student body. Chancellor Broderick replied that the original plans had been drawn 
up by a sub-committee of faculty and students, but that students had not been 
involved in the most recent changes. Trustee Knowles referred to Trustee Olken's 
request, made at the meeting of this committee on January 8, that UM/Boston 
students be involved in future planning (pg. 3456). 
 
Olken also continued the work she began as student senate vice president, pushing 
against in loco parentis to advocate for co-ed dormitories. When then Amherst 
Chancellor Oswald Tippo cautioned against the “experimental coeducational dormitory, 
and other liberalization of University regulations,” according to the April 16, 1970 
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minutes, “Trustee Olken expressed the opinion that the University administration were 
‘over-reacting’ to the public concern” (pg. 3522). And, when the Dean of Students 
William Field said that his preference would be “that all new coed dorm proposals would 
be required to operate, at least at first, on a separate floor basis,” Olken retorted that 
“enforcing separate floor living arrangements would defeat the social purposes of 
community living” (pg. 3525). 
 Upon completing her brief term as a Student Trustee, Olken was given special 
thanks by the chairman of the Board, who was quoted as stating,  
The Board of Trustees has had a new experience this year with a delightful 
person, very bright, very much the spokesman for the students at this University. I 
think I express the sentiments of the entire Board when I extend to Cindi Olken 
appreciation for her service on this Board. It ought not be measured in terms of 
time, but in terms of contribution: the first is short but the second, great. Good 
luck to you, Cindi, as you become an alumna of this University. Please continue 
to give us as much advice and direction as you can. When you go out the doors as 
a student, please stay involved in the affairs of this University (UMass, 1970e, pg. 
3333). 
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Glenn Elters 
 
Figure 14: Glenn Elters (University Photograph Collection, 1970) 
 
As the first, Olken set the mold for what a Student Trustee should be – a staunch 
student advocate wiling to speak truth to power. Her successor, Glenn Elters, was dyed in 
that same wool. He stood firmly against ROTC recruiting, advocated for more student 
voice in policymaking, and continued Olken’s push for campus-wide co-ed freshman 
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dormitories. 
 Although Elters began his term on May 18, 1970, he attended board meetings as 
early as February 1970 as a student body delegate and member of the President's Rent 
Committee. During that time, Elters pushed back on the cost of on-campus housing, 
asserting that, “off–campus housing offered advantage over dormitories — better 
facilities at a lower cost per person when a group of students share an apartment.” He 
added, “If there is to be a rent increase, it must be justified" (UMass, 1970f, pg. 3496). 
 Elters term began just two weeks after the incident at Kent State and the 
beginning of the student strike at UMass Amherst and Boston. Anti-war sentiment was 
high, and the Board already been in discussions about renegotiating the contract with 
ROTC at Amherst. Elters spoke vehemently against military recruiting or education on 
campus, stating, "ROTC has no place on a college campus. I think it is antithetical to the 
whole concept of education, anti-intellectual..." He added that the only value of a two-
year (as opposed to four-year) program was that “the student is not exposed to military 
propaganda at a freshman and sophomore level" (UMass, 1970g, pg. 3367). 
 As the student senate president, Elters pushed for greater student autonomy over 
policy as well as the budget. Of particular note was a public spat with the UMass 
Amherst Chancellor over the Student Activities Tax, a funding mechanism for student 
groups. Some parents complained about the fee, levied by the student senate, which led to 
the chancellor freezing some $56,000 in senate funds (Summer Statesman, 1970). As a 
result of this dust up, at least one trustee questioned whether the student representatives 
were representing the interests of the student body or themselves.  
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Trustee Pumphret raised the recurring issue of student representation. The 
question raised is whether the sentiment of the entire student body is being 
represented in the Student Senate or merely the sentiment of the leadership of the 
Student Senate?” (UMass, 1970h, pg. 3575). 
 
A leader of his politically involved campus, Elters was a champion of the so-
called Princeton Plan, which would create a two-week break in advance of the 1970 
congressional elections, allowing students to spend their time campaigning and being 
politically active (Bowen, 1970). This change would involve a potential loss of vacation 
time and possibly an early open to, or extension of, the academic year. While many 
institutions like Cornell, Rutgers, Oberlin, and the City University of New York had 
adopted the plan, others were still considering it or had rejected the notion altogether. 
Elters argued that the time could be well spent, even for students not engaged in political 
activity, and that there would be “much student discontent” if the Princeton Plan was 
defeated (UMass, 1970i, pg. 3572). In the end, the Board approved a modified version of 
the plan – allowing students to take up to eight days off to campaign for candidates, as 
long as they made-up any missed work. The Board also passed a resolution asking faculty 
members not to schedule exams or have papers due during the campaigning period 
(Statesman, 1970). 
Throughout his tenure, Elters remained an advocate for student voice on student 
life issues like the development of the campus center and academic issues like the 
expansion of the Institute for Labor Affairs. Regarding the latter, Elters’ proposal to 
create a faculty and student advisory was passed quickly by the Board (UMass, 1970j). 
Elters was also in part responsible for the expansion of co-ed dormitories to freshman, a 
conversation that was started by Olken earlier that year.  
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Trustee Elters raised the question of the presence of freshmen in coeducational 
dormitories. The original restriction which did not allow freshmen residents in 
coed dorms, he felt, had been rational and valid in that it restricted participants to 
upperclassmen. Trustee Elters said that he felt this had been a reasonable 
precaution, but he felt that in practice it was unnecessary. He proposed that 
freshmen be allowed to live in coeducational dormitories, providing that the 
individual student and parents could come to an agreement (UMass, 1970k, pg. 
3654). 
 
The proposal was met with general agreement and passed that during meeting. Despite 
some contentious moments throughout his tenure as a Student Trustee, Elters was 
thanked by the chairman who said he,  
…has not only represented his constituency (the student body), but has also 
served in terms of his broad obligation as representative of the entire 
Commonwealth and its interest in the University. He has carried out these broad-
gauged responsibilities in an outstanding manner" (UMass, 1971a, pg. 3473).  
 
Kevin Carman 
Contrasted with Olken and Elters’ vocal role as Student Trustees, their immediate 
successor Kevin Carman of UMass Boston was a church mouse. He said little that went 
on record since his first meeting on August 25, 1971, except for a brief mention that 
students from state institutions were scheduled to meet with Secretary of Education 
Joseph Cronin to discuss tuition increases (UMass, 1972a). 
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Lee Sandwen 
 
Figure 15: Lee Sandwen (University Photograph Collection, 1971) 
 
 However, Carman wasn’t the only Student Trustee during that period. In 
September of 1971, a student-led effort resulted in a second Student Trustee being added 
to the Board (Pascarelli, 1971). This new legislation provided for simultaneous 
representation of the two campuses, as opposed to alternating Student Trustees each year. 
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Lee Sandwen, a senior from Annandale Virginia, joined Carman on the Board on 
September 28, 1971 (Umass, 1971b). 
 Sandwen expanded the scope of issues tackled by the Student Trustee, from 
pushing for greater student voice in chancellor selection and questioning the Board about 
financial decisions (UMass 1971c) to weighing in on alumni giving (UMass 1971d) and 
military recruiting (UMass 1972b) as well as student conduct and tuition policy (UMass 
1972c). Sandwen would return to board two years after graduation as a representative of 
the Board of Higher Education, before moving on to Harvard Law School (UMass 
1974a). 
Lawrence Ladd and Ellen Kelly 
   
Figure 16 (left): Lawrence Ladd (University Photograph Collection, 1981) 
Figure 17 (right): Ellen Kelly (University Photograph Collection, 1981) 
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Sandwen and Carmen would end their terms in the spring of 1972, giving way to 
Lawrence ‘Larry’ Ladd of the Amherst campus and Ellen Kelly of the Boston campus. 
Ladd and Kelly were an active duo, commenting on a broad range of issues like athletics, 
ROTC recruitment, student protest, and tenure recommendations. What made them 
unique, however, was their focus on student involvement in governance at the highest 
levels.   
 Amidst continued campus protests, the Board thought it wise to adopt what they 
called Procedures Governing Appearances Before the Board of Trustees. Both Kelly and 
Ladd were skeptical of such a policy. According to the Board minutes, “Trustee Kelly felt 
that the proposal was too rigid,” and,  
Trustee Ladd pointed out that persons having serious intent to disrupt a meeting 
would pay no attention to this or any other document on protocol… He stated that 
his affirmative vote is subject to the conditions that the Chairman will be flexible 
and that the procedures will be widely circulated, particularly prior to a meeting at 
which controversy is expected (UMass, 1972f, pg. 4022). 
  
Kelly was also involved in conversations regarding the report of the Pan-University 
Study Group for Review of University Governance. The report, which would form the 
Board’s Statement on University Governance or simply, The Wellman Document (named 
after Study Group Chair Robert Wellman), “outlined areas of ‘primary responsibility’ for 
initiating action and called for some form of shared governance with faculty and 
students” (Hogarty, 1992, pg. 14). For her part, Kelly was concerned that board and 
administrative power over student concerns might simply be replaced by faculty power. 
“Trustee Kelly inquired how the University Assembly, UM/Boston, which is composed 
of about 60 percent faculty, could vote on something for which students have ‘primary 
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responsibility’" (UMass, 1993a, pg. 4078). Ladd concurred with Kelly’s assessment: 
Trustee Ladd stated that the Student Senate, while generally supporting the 
Statement, continues to disagree with the concept (also in the AAUP statements) 
that the faculty should have primary responsibility for academic matters. 
Increased participation by students will continue to be a concern before the 
Student Senate and the Trustees (UMass, 1973b, pg. 3677). 
 
The Wellman Document was adopted, and continues to provide faculty with primary 
responsibility over academic matters. Meanwhile, students retain,  
…primary responsibility for services and activities which are designed primarily 
to serve students or those which are financed primarily by students, managing 
student political affairs and organizational matters, and setting standards for 
student behavior, conduct, and discipline” (Board of Trustees, 1993, pg. 306.2). 
 
 
Issues of Concern  
Although The Wellman Document may have clarified which groups had primary 
responsibility over certain areas of campus life, students continued to push for input in all 
areas of governance. Throughout the 1970’s, Student Trustees pushed boards on a wide 
range of issues, including affirmative action and divestment from companies operating in 
South Africa.  
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 Affirmative Action 
 
Figure 18: Reginald Cagle (University Archives & Special Collections, 1974) 
 
Student Trustee Reginald “Reggie” Cagle (Boston, ’73–’74) was instrumental 
helping the Board understand the unique needs of black students. Prior to joining the 
Board, Cagle was present at meetings as chair of the UMass Boston community 
involvement committee. In 1972, he provided insight on black student perceptions of the 
Student Problem Center. 
Trustee Snowden noted that the original cause for concern with counseling, 
advising and support services came from black students at the Boston campus. 
She inquired about the use of the problem center by black students. Mr. Cagle 
responded that black students do not (sic) make as much use of the center. He felt 
		
61 
that the black students find out where they can get help- and go there. Acting 
Chancellor Hamilton agreed that it was his understanding that black students go to 
whomever they know will help. Mr. Cagle explained that black students do not 
necessarily avoid the services, but they have had unsatisfactory past experiences 
with the white staff. Mr. Shaler inquired about attempts to bring more black 
administrators and counselors onto the campus. In response, Acting Chancellor 
Hamilton explained that funds were limited (UMass, 1972e, pg. 4032). 
 
Cagle was also a staunch advocate of affirmative action, particularly in faculty hiring. For 
instance,  
 
Trustee Cagle expressed concern about the Affirmative Action efforts at the 
University, noting that during his service as a Trustee he has not observed any 
proposed appointments with tenure for minority persons, and stated the particular 
importance of having minority people in the senior faculty (UMass, 1974b, pg. 
4279). 
 
Student Trustee Nicholas Apostola (Amherst, ’73–’74) expanded on Cagle’s assertions, 
citing the lack of diversity at the School of Engineering.  
Trustee Apostola expressed the feeling that “the School of Engineering . . . has 
been particularly reluctant to engage in active Affirmative Action policy,” and 
that "an offer of tenure to another professor in a school that is already heavily 
tenured and whose enrollments are declining would only seem to perpetuate the 
composition of that faculty and the composition of the student body that comes 
out of that faculty (UMass, 1974c, pg. 4279). 
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Figure 19: Nicholas Apostola (The Alumnus, 1974a) 
Richard Savini (Amherst, ’74–’75), who succeeded Apostola as Student Trustee, carried 
the torch for affirmative action, noting that,  
Affirmative action cannot be considered analogous to standards of merit or civil 
service requirements but should be seen as a commitment to social change. There 
should be more of a commitment of this kind than appeared to him to exist in the 
present instance (UMass, 1974, pg. 4356).  
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Figure 20: Richard Savini (The Alumnus, 1974b) 
 
He also voted against two executive-level appointments,  
 
…not because of the individuals concerned, but because he felt that affirmative 
action should be a first priority in all appointments and that satisfactory 
affirmative action procedures had not been followed in these two cases” (UMass, 
1974d, pg. 3835). 
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South African Divestment 
 Student Trustee Marion “Pinky” Batiste (Amherst, ’77–’78) pushed the Board on 
another issue – divesting from companies operating in South Africa, an apartheid state.  
 
Figure 21: Marion Batiste (right), (Massachusetts Daily Collegian, 1977) 
She was asked by the chairman of the Board to draft language for proposed action on the 
motion in April of 1977, and it was ultimately enacted in September of that year. The first 
motion that was passed signified the Board’s commitment to exploring the issue: 
The Board, deeply concerned about the South African government's racial 
policies, which it finds morally repugnant, determines that the Committee on 
Budget and Finance will review University investment policy to make certain that 
that policy will not further South African racial policies in any way, either 
symbolically or practically, and that the Committee will review University 
investment policy more generally to make certain it is being conducted in a 
socially responsible manner. The Committee is to make a progress report at the 
next meeting of the Board (UMass, 1977a, pg. 4280). 
 
The support of another Student Trustee, Judith “Judy” Baker (Boston, ’77–’78), was 
critical in demonstrating broad student support for this measure.  
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Trustee Baker commented that she felt this was a significant moral issue of 
concern to all and stated her wish to present documents signed by the students at 
UM/Boston indicating their concern with regard to this matter (UMass, 1977c, pg. 
5394). 
 
As a member of the Subcommittee on South African Investments, Batiste helped 
draft the rating system for the 20 corporations operating in South Africa in which UMass 
had holdings. While Batiste wanted the University to divest from all corporations 
operating in the apartheid state, three companies were ultimately identified for 
divestment. However, the Board rejected that proposal and instead passed an even 
tougher measure:  
VOTED: The University will not invest in corporations or businesses that operate 
in South Africa or in countries that have similar apartheid racial policies. Further, 
to instruct the University's Investment Counsel to recommend to the Board of 
Trustees within a reasonable time a program for the orderly divestiture of stock it 
now holds in corporations operating in South Africa; and to make 
recommendations for the re-investment of funds realized from the divestiture 
(UMass, 1977d, pg. 4354). 
 
Despite the passage of that measure, divestment would again become an issue in 
1985. During a meeting, Student Trustee James Keller (Amherst, ’84–’85) informed the 
Board that student activists were staging a sit-in protesting student fees and investments 
in South Africa (UMass, 1985a). That protest resulted in a review and the ultimate 
expansion of the 1977 South African investment policy. 
VOTED: The University will not invest in any company or lending institution 
which, either directly or through its subsidiaries or affiliates, does business in or 
with the Republic of South Africa or in countries with similar apartheid racial 
policies (pg. 12). 
 
This policy shift required the University to sell stock in major companies, including 
Procter and Gamble, J. P. Morgan, and Bankers Trust New York. 
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Affordability 
The rising cost of tuition and fees was another issue that many Student Trustees 
cautioned against, and even voted against. Student Trustees Ladd, Apostola, and Savini 
had all supported various student fee hikes, while decrying the lack of state budgetary 
support and increases in tuition. For instance, 
Trustee Ladd declared that even the FY 1974 budget as submitted was not 
sufficient to provide the kind of quality education students should expect to 
receive at the University (UMass 1972f, pg. 3633).  
 
Apostola, operating within that 1974 budget,  
…asked that the President…appoint an ad hoc multi-campus committee to study 
the issue of tuition rates, considering also the related issues of financial aid and 
tuition waivers (UMass, 1974e, pg. 4262) 
  
As more tuition and fee hikes came to a vote, many Student Trustees, pressured by the 
students they were elected to represent, began voting in opposition. Student Trustees John 
O’Keefe (Amherst, ’75) and Cary Rothenburger (Boston, ’75–’76) were among the first 
pair of trustees to vote consistently against these hikes. For example, 
The first matter was a set of proposed increases in residence hall fees. After 
further brief discussion, it was voted informally to approve the proposed 
increases. Trustee O'Keefe and Trustee Rothenburger were opposed (UMass 
1975a, pg. 4612). 
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Figure 22: John O’Keefe (Massachusetts Daily Collegian, 1975) 
‘O’Keefe and Rothenburger were opposed’ would become a common refrain. They made 
some attempts to stem the tide of fee increases by requesting the use of reserves and 
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asking the Secretary of Education to “find ways to reduce the debt service through capital 
outlay” (UMass 1975b, pg. 3958), but none were successful. Nonetheless, the pair stood 
fast in their opposition:  
Trustee Carlson said the Committees had also discussed the Proposed FY76 Fee 
Increases, UM/Boston (Doc. T75-132) and asked if there were questions related 
to these increases. Trustee O'Keefe said it was the student body's policy to fight 
all fee increases and that, therefore, he could not vote for approval of these fee 
increases. Trustee Rothenburger said that he also would have to vote against the 
increases (UMass, 1975c). 
 
Trustee Rothenburger said the proposal for a raise in tuition was perceived by 
many students as racist and threatening to minority students (UMass, 1975d). 
 
Trustee Rothenburger next addressed the Committee on behalf of the UM/Boston 
students. He said students felt a raise in tuition to be adding a burden to those 
least able to support it, and seconded Mr. Somers 's skepticism about the increases 
in federal aid to education. He agreed with Mr. Somers that the use of tuition 
waivers on the basis of unmet need would be an administrative disaster. He also 
agreed that loans were not a practical solution to the problems of unmet financial 
need of students, and revealed that he will have a substantial debt when he 
finishes college. Loans through the Higher Education Loan Plan were 
increasingly defaulted, he added (UMass, 1975e, pg. 4774). 
 
Although he would remain actively involved in these issues, O’Keefe stepped down as 
student government president and therefore Student Trustee late in the fall of 1975. His 
seat was won by co-presidents Henry Ragin and Ellen Gavin (Amherst, ’75–’76), who 
decided to spit the duties of student government and the University board, with Gavin 
taking on the role of Student Trustee. Gavin would pick up where O’Keefe left off, 
working with Rothenburger to oppose tuition and fee hikes. The pair made a stand at a 
particularly contentious meeting in December of 1975: 
The Chairman next recognized Trustee Rothenburger, the Student Trustee from 
the Boston campus. Trustee Rothenburger read a statement prepared by the 
UM/Boston Student Trustee Office which opposed a tuition increase "for varied 
and profound reasons." These reasons were: (1) that UM/Amherst has one of the 
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highest fee structures in the country; (2) that an increase in tuition would do 
irreparable damage to the role UM/Boston was intended to play as an urban 
University; (3) that expectations of increased federal financial aid, they believe, 
are "questionable at best," based on recent and impending events in Congress; (4) 
that the picture for state scholarship aid is bleak; (5) that a raise will put a severe 
strain on people at a time of high unemployment and when incomes have been 
outstripped by the cost of living; (6) that an increase in financial aid, even if it 
does materialize, will be inadequate; (7) that middle income students are often 
ineligible for financial aid; (8) that plans for a tuition waiver system are 
impractical because of administrative difficulties and a lack of staffing; (9) that 
there are few summer jobs available while financial aid plans require students to 
raise $500 in the summer and (10) that the Commonwealth is considering 
discontinuation of the guaranteed loan program because of the high default rate. 
Trustee Rothenburger concluded that these points provide "dramatic proof" that 
the Board should vote against any tuition increase. 
 
Following this statement, Trustee Gavin MOVED: That the meeting of the Board 
be recessed and transferred to the Student Union auditorium. The motion was 
seconded. Upon a roll call vote the motion failed (pg. 4026). 
 
The reason for the requested move was that some 250 students had packed the room 
where the meeting was being held. The Boston Globe (McCain, 1975) described the 
raucous scene:  
They lined the walls and sat on the floor around the Trustees’ table. Students who 
could not get into the room frequently drowned out the proceedings inside by 
banging on metal doors and pipes, stomping on the floor above and singing and 
clapping (pg. 22).  
 
During the three-and-a-half-hour meeting, trustees heard from 17 student and faculty 
speakers who were all opposed to the increase. They cautioned that the increase would 
shut low-income students out of an education and, “charged that the increase was part of 
an elitist scheme to save the high-tuition private university” (pg. 22). The also warned 
that they would refuse to pay the increase and would instead form a union to bargain 
with. 
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Chairman Healey called upon Trustee Gavin. Trustee Gavin made a statement 
which strongly opposed a tuition raise. Her statement called upon the Board not to 
follow a trend, heralded by the reports of the Carnegie Commission on Higher 
Education, toward reduction of access of middle- and lower-income persons to 
higher education. She also described the raise in tuition as an attempt by 
international capitalism to reduce public spending, thereby increasing the 
available pool of investment capital. She said students could not stand by while 
their future is jeopardized for sake of “political expediency.” She said students 
“would be back” if tuition were raised (UMass, 1975f, pg. 4027). 
 
Student Trustee Ellen Gavin finished her speech by saying “I am a token. I know I 
am a token. But we’ll be back at this table at some time in the future and we’ll be 
negotiating from a position of power” (McCain, 1975, pg. 22). 
 
Despite their appeals, and the support of three other trustees, the Board adopted a plan 
that would increase tuition incrementally over the next three years. The final vote was 
16–5. As the Boston Globe reported, “At the close of the meeting, the students filed out 
singing a labor union song Solidarity Forever” (pg. 22). 
 This would not be the last clash between students and Trustees during that 
academic year. Hostilities ensued surrounding the April 1976 board meeting, which the 
Trustees moved from their traditional location in the campus center to the 26th floor of the 
library. Paul Cronin (Amherst, ’76–’77) was sworn in one day prior to the meeting, just 
in time for the fireworks. As the Massachusetts Collegian (Melilli, 1976) reported: 
Eruptions of violence and a calling of a town meeting marked the noon rally held 
yesterday by students protesting a planned funds transfer by the UMass Board of 
Trustees. Two students were arrested by campus police for disturbing the peace 
and two campus security guards were reported injured in the demonstration which 
drew 800 students to the front of the library. Escorted by security police, trustees 
walked through the library front door undisturbed by protesters (pg. 1).  
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Figure 23:  Board of Trustees fee increase demonstration: protestors on the steps of the 
Student Union (University Photograph Collection, 1976) 
 
Although the meeting was planned to be open, it was closed due to public safety 
concerns. Some thirty students who had made it up to the 25th floor (hoping to make it up 
to the 26th, where the meeting was being held) became “trapped” there when all elevators 
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were taken out of service. 
 The incident increased tensions between the students and administration. Vice 
Chancellor for Student Affairs Robert Gage chastised students for intimidating the 
volunteer board, saying, “When a group of people spend an enormous amount of time 
without pay, and become physically intimidated so they can’t come back, that’s a 
tragedy” (Kassner, 1976).  
 
Figure 24: Board of Trustees fee increase demonstration: Economics professor Samuel 
Bowles speaking to protesters (University Photograph Collection, 1976) 
 
Students responded with a Teach-in on Political Repression, led in part by now former 
Student Trustee Ellen Gavin, and a continuous, week-long picket line (Leavitt, 1976). 
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Shared Governance 
 Meanwhile, there were several proposals for the reorganization of higher 
education making their way through the state senate – so many that the Board established 
an ad hoc task force just to keep up (Hanafin, 1976). Student Trustees remained 
concerned with issues related to governance. While a student representative from UMass 
medical school in Worcester was sometimes present, they did not have Student Trustee 
representation. The representative from Worcester brought this up in a February 1977 
board meeting.  
Lastly, she noted that UM/Worcester did not have a student Trustee and this 
should be corrected. Mr. Lynton said the statute governing the University 
provided for Student Trustees from Amherst and Boston, but not for Worcester 
(UMass, 1977e, pg. 5224). 
 
In 1980, the newly established Massachusetts Board of Regents called for such action, 
encouraging Governor Edward King to “appoint an additional trustee, elected by the 
students, to each of the forthcoming campus boards” (Boston Globe, 1980, pg. 25). 
Student Trustee Richard LaVoice (Amherst, ’79–’81) would call on the Board of Regents 
itself appoint a student representative: 
Trustee LaVoice then MOVED: That the University of Massachusetts Board of 
Trustees endorse the concept of student representation on the Board of Regents. 
 
In the discussion which ensued, it was apparent that the majority of Trustees were 
reluctant to approve this motion for a number of reasons—it is a matter for the 
Regents to decide; it is also a matter for the new Board of Trustees to consider; 
the Regents had already agreed upon mechanisms to ensure student input; and 
student representation on the Regents would raise the issue of like representation 
for the faculty. 
 
At the conclusion of the discussion, Trustee Donlan offered a motion which 
Trustee LaVoice found acceptable. It was then moved, seconded and VOTED: 
The Board of Trustees of the University of Massachusetts would like to make 
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special mention of the fact that it has benefited notably and substantially by the 
participation of students from the campuses on this Board, and the Trustees would 
like to generally recommend the concept of student participation (UMass, 1980a, 
pg. 10). 
 
 In 1982, as Boston State College was being incorporated into UMass Boston, 
Student Trustee Donald Babets (Boston, ’81–’82) recommended that Boston State 
students receive representation on the Board: 
Trustee Babets then asked leave to introduce Ms. Filipowich who had served as a 
Student Trustee on the Board at Boston State College. He asked that the Trustees 
consider naming Ms. Filipowich to represent the former Boston State students 
during the transition period of the merger. President Knapp noted that the students 
at the Medical School had also asked to have some form of representation to the 
Board. After discussion it was moved, seconded and VOTED: In order to receive 
the expression of views from former students of Boston State College now 
enrolled at UM/Boston, to appoint Dorothea Filipowich Representative to the 
Board for the Transition Period, as of February 10, 1982. And further, VOTED: 
To authorize the student body at the Medical School to elect a student 
representative to the Board, as of February 10, 1982 (UMass, 1982a, pg. 1). 
 
 
 
Figure 25: Donald Babets (Harbor Light, 1982) 
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The period from 1987–1992 was marked by the expansion of the role and representation 
of Student Trustees on the UMass board. In 1987, a student was added to the executive 
committee:  
There was then discussion on Amending the By-Laws to include a Student 
Trustee on the Executive Committee. It was then moved, seconded and VOTED: 
To recommend that the Board amend the By-Laws of the Board of Trustees by 
striking the first paragraph of Section 5, The Executive Committee, and inserting 
in place thereof the following: 
 
SECTION 5. THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE. The Executive Committee shall 
be composed of the Chair of the Board of Trustees, the Chairs of each of the 
standing committees of the Board of Trustees, one student member of the Board 
appointed by the Chair of the Board, and one member of the Board elected to this 
committee at the annual meeting upon nomination by the nominating committee. 
The Chair of the Board shall serve as Chair of the Executive Committee. The 
Committee shall have the following powers and duties: and further, to amend the 
By-Laws by striking all gender specific words and replacing them with words of 
non-sexist tone, e.g., Chair in place of Chairman. (Doc. T81-028C) (UMass, 
1987a, pg. 2). 
 
In 1988, more than a decade after the first request by the Worcester student 
representative, the legislature passed a bill expanding the Board from 12 to 19 and adding 
a Student Trustee from the Worcester campus: 
The second bill changed the composition of the Board of Trustees. The bill 
established a nineteen member board. Three members will be Student Trustees, 
one from each campus. Sixteen members will be appointed by the Governor, two 
of whom will be alums elected the Amherst alums, one elected by the alums of 
the Boston campus and one alum elected by the alums of the Worcester campus 
(UMass, 1988a, pg. 3). 
 
Also in 1988, on the 125th anniversary of UMass, the Board established the Saxon 
Commission on the Future of the University, which laid the groundwork for the five-
campus system today.  
The Saxon Commission recommends that the State's five public university 
campuses (Amherst, Boston, Worcester, Lowell and Dartmouth) be organized 
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together as a University sector, with a strengthened Board of Trustees of the 
University of Massachusetts. The Board should also be expanded to permit 
representation from the two institutions which would join the University (UMass, 
1989a, pg. 2).  
 
 
Student Trustee Roles and Policies 
As campus representation expanded, so too did the need for greater organization 
surrounding the roles and responsibilities of the Student Trustees. In 1990, Student 
Trustee Reports were added as an agenda item (UMass, 1990a), and the 1991 creation of 
the five-campus system brought the question of Student Trustee elections to the forefront.  
VOTED: That the Chancellors on all three campuses bring to the next meeting of 
the Committee on Academic and Student Affairs specific and unambiguous 
regulations regarding the manner in which the Student Trustee elections are to be 
conducted.  
 
VOTED: To ask the Chancellors to review and report back to the Committee on 
Academic and Student Affairs on the most recent Student Trustee Elections 
(UMass, 1991a, pg. 9). 
 
One month later, the by-laws of the Board were updated to add one voting Student 
Trustee to each standing committee: 
VOTED: - To insert, in Article III, Section 2 (b) after the words "standing 
committees of the Board," the words, "a voting Student Trustee" (UMass, 1991b, 
pg. 2). 
 
In 1992, the Board passed an official Student Trustee election policy:  
The first item on the agenda was the Policy for the Election of Student Trustees. 
Trustee Winston explained how the Student Trustee from each campus had 
discussed the policy and had come to a mutual agreement about the changes. The 
Chancellors also agreed that this was a well written and useful policy. Trustee 
Winston also pointed out that a line had been inadvertently dropped from the first 
paragraph. It was then moved, seconded and 
VOTED: To recommend that the Board adopt the policy for the election of 
Student Trustees as contained in Doc. T91-133B (UMass, 1992a, pg. 5). 
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It’s important to note that the legislation that seated five Student Trustees on the Board 
also limited voting rights to just two of the Student Trustees, on an annual rotating basis. 
 As the dust of more than a decade of reorganization settled, the Student Trustees 
came to be considered regular members board – providing reports, sitting on committees, 
and even being invited to participate in trustee orientation.  
2 DAY ORIENTATION PROGRAM: A program designed to orient Trustees 
both to the institution and to their roles and responsibilities as Trustees. To be 
conducted within the first three months of any new Trustee's appointment, with a 
grouping of new Trustees to the extent practical. To be required of all non-Student 
Trustees and open to all Student Trustees (UMass, 1998a, pg. 1). 
 
Other Student Trustees would go on to chair the Student Alumni Task force, take the lead 
on the Student Alumni Speaker Series (UMass, 2008a), and host a regular Forum on 
Student Life (UMass, 2014a).  
Affirmative Action, Part 2 
However, Student Trustees also remained active in encouraging the Board to take 
action on a number of issues. Like Cagle, Apostola, and Savini before them, a number of 
Student Trustees pushed the Board on issued related to diversity and affirmative action. 
Paul Reeves (Boston, ’83–’84) was a member of the Board’s Affirmative Action Review 
Committee, and helped establish a University-wide Committee on Affirmative Action: 
Trustee Reeves gave the Report of the Affirmative Action Review Committee. In 
the interest of brevity, he read the last two pages of the report for the record. It 
was moved, seconded and RESOLVED: The Board of Trustees hereby endorses 
the concept of the establishment of a Committee on Affirmative Action that will 
provide the necessary direction and impetus to affirmative action efforts 
throughout the University of Massachusetts and which will be subject to a By-
Law change at a later date under the appropriate conditions (UMass, 1984a, pg. 
5). 
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Figure 26: Portrait of the Board of Trustees of the University of Massachusetts, as of 
March 29, 1984. Student Trustees present include Paul Reeves of UMass Boston and 
Charlene Y. Allen of UMass Amherst (University Photograph Collection, 1984) 
 
Sean Carter (Amherst, ’96–’97) made efforts to keep the Board abreast of student 
issues, including protests and sit-ins. Some board members felt that as Student Trustee, it 
was his responsibility to serve as an intermediary between students and the Board. 
Chair McNeil arrived and called on Trustee Carter for his observations 
concerning the recent student occupation on the Amherst campus. Trustee Carter 
reported that approximately 200 students had staged a sit-in for six days in the 
Goodell Building. Some of the issues the students wanted addressed involved 
child care, ALANA recruitment and retention, advising concerns, administrative 
withdrawals, diversifying the staff, faculty and administration and increasing 
student involvement in the decision-making process. 
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Trustee Carter continued his report stating the need to open up better lines of 
communication between students and the administration on the Amherst campus 
and that discussions on a regular basis will improve the situation. He asked the 
Board for their support. Chair Karam stated that Trustee Carter and leaders of 
Student Government should also communicate their concerns to the Board in the 
future and that the lines of communications have always been open between the 
members of the Board and the students.  
 
Chair McNeil reiterated the sentiments expressed by Chair Karam that part of the 
responsibility of the Student Trustee (sic) and the student leadership on the 
campus is to communicate with the Chancellor and the Provost on issues and to 
remind students that the University and the Board are actively moving ahead with 
some of the issues presented by the students. Trustee Croft and Provost Crosson 
thanked Trustee Carter for his willingness to share information once the sit-in had 
begun. It was agreed that the students and the administrators were actively 
working and shared many of the same goals (UMass, 1997a, pg. 2). 
 
Valerie Louis (Amherst, ’05–’06) shared her personal narrative as a black woman with 
the Board, in hopes that they would support greater access to low-income students and 
students of color.  
 
Figure 27: Valerie Louis (at podium), spoke on a March 24, 2005 panel of campus 
community members against an administration proposal to restructure independent 
registered student organizations (Workers World, 2005) 
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Trustee Valerie Louis then gave the Student Trustee Report and voiced her 
concerns about the lack of students of color on the Amherst campus stating that 
currently, there are 20,000 students; five hundred students of color. Trustee Louis 
stated that she is the only Black woman on the Board and faces on a daily basis, 
her race and gender. 
 
She has also discovered the lack of the same social economic bracket as herself. 
The Trustees have an obligation to the citizens of Massachusetts to support 
diversity and that privatizing the University is in direct contradiction to the 
University’s mission. 
 
A round of applause followed Trustee Louis’ remarks (UMass, 2005a, pg. 3). 
 
Despite the applause, Louis had to take a leave of absence the next year because of the 
cost. 
Chair Tocco recognized Mr. Jeff Napolitano, President of the Graduate Student 
Senate on the Amherst campus, who addressed the Board and stated that the 
Trustees continue to approve these increases year after year and questioned the 
need for a Board. Mr. Napolitano held up a cover of an Alumni Magazine 
featuring last year’s Student Trustee Valerie Louis. Valerie is currently unenrolled 
as a student at Amherst because her unmet need was not met by financial aid. The 
fee increases continue to affect the working class and students of color. 
 
Trustee Leiblum stated her understanding of the state’s position on funds but 
asked the Board to send a message to the Legislature by not increasing fees, that 
they cannot pass on the costs to the students (UMass, 2007a, pg. 9). 
 
CIA Recruiting  
 Dani Burgess (Amherst, ‘85–’87) took up a different issue – CIA recruiting. He 
was able to get the Board to consider whether or not the CIA should be banned from 
recruiting on campus. 
Trustee Burgess then made a motion which was moved, seconded and VOTED: 
That the issue of CIA recruitment at the University of Massachusetts be further 
discussed and acted upon at the March 1987 Executive Committee meeting. At 
that time the Trustees will discuss the Faculty Senate Committee's 
recommendations (UMass, 1987b, pg. 2). 
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After some consideration by the Board, Burgess introduced the following motion, which 
was defeated in committee.  
Chancellor Duffey was then introduced and read a statement on responding to the 
demands of the CIA protestors (copy of which is attached to the minutes). Trustee 
Burgess then moved the following motion which was seconded by Trustee 
Bowman: 
 
BE IT RESOLVED: that the University of Massachusetts Board of Trustees, 
revoke the privilege of recruiting accorded the CIA until such time as the CIA 
demonstrates its compliance with Internal and Federal Law. 
 
On a vote of 4:1 the motion was defeated. Trustee Burgess was recorded as 
opposed. (UMass 1987c, pg. 3). 
 
Student Conduct 
 For their part, Angus McQuilken (Amherst, ’90–’91) and John Okray (Boston, 
’95–’96) tackled issues related to student conduct. McQuilken submitted a motion that 
supported due process for students involved in the conduct system. 
The next item was to consider the Code of Student Conduct at the Amherst. 
Trustee McQuilken raised his concern about proper notice being given. He 
proposed an amendment to insert on page 6, Section D, (the second sentence after 
hearings). "Proper notice shall include a signed acknowledgement of receipt by 
the charged student, or a witnessed refusal to sign." It was moved, seconded and 
voted (UMass, 1991c, pg. 5). 
 
Okray made similar strides regarding UMass Boston’s conduct policy, pushing for due 
process and more robust representation during conduct hearings. 
Chair McNeil then turned to Trustee Okray who brought the next item to the 
Committee, 
Amendment to the Code of Student Conduct, UMASS Boston. Trustee Okray 
described his purposes in bringing this amendment for action, specifically his 
concern that students receive due process in civil cases, as students are allowed to 
have legal counsel in hearings arising from actions that are also the subject of 
pending criminal charges. 
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Chair McNeil then asked for a roll call vote. Trustee Okray made the motion, it 
was seconded, and VOTED: To recommend that the Board take the following 
action: 
 
BE IT RESOLVED that the Code of Student Conduct shall be amended under 
Student Misconduct, Number 6, by replacing:  
 
“The student accused of misconduct shall have the right to be accompanied at the 
hearing by a member of the University community of his/her choice (except legal 
counsel) to act as an advocate on the student's behalf.” with the following: 
 
“The student accused of misconduct shall have the right to be accompanied at the 
hearing by person(s) of his/her choice to act as advocate(s) on the student's 
behalf.” 
 
Trustees Lewenberg, Okray and Poduska voted for the motion; Trustee Kraft 
voted against (UMass, 1996a, pg. 3). 
 
Affordability 
 The issue of affordability was a constant source of debate, including rising tuition 
and fees, lack of financial assistance, and lack of state support. Student Trustees 
Stephanie Orefice (Amherst, ’88–’89), Alex Walker (Boston, ’88–’89), and Michael 
Kruczek (Worcester, ’88–’90), consistently warned against and voted against tuition 
hikes.   
Trustee Orefice said among the student population in Amherst there are feelings 
that the $50 fee increase is just another step in the wrong direction. She cautioned 
the Trustees to its implications as it would send a negative message to the student 
body in Amherst. She distributed to the Trustees petitions from the students and 
said it was the feeling on campus that students are overburdened between fees and 
tuition. 
 
Trustee Walker, who agreed with Trustee DiCara, said the State Legislature needs 
to be educated about public higher education in Massachusetts. For the University 
to have to raise tuition and fees to balance the State budget is detrimental to all 
students at the campuses (UMass 1988b, pg. 4). 
 
Regarding the Curriculum Fee at UMass Amherst: 
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Trustee Orefice expressed a concern that the fees were being instituted prior to the 
budget situation being determined. Further, it would send a message to the State 
House that Amherst is putting an extra $4 million dollars into their funds and as a 
result funds would be slashed (UMass, 1989b, pg. 4). 
 
Regarding the General Education Fee at UMass Boston: 
Trustee Walker expressed his concern that the action being taken prematurely and 
stated similar concerns about the message it would send. He stressed that there are 
students on the Boston campus who today are on the margin financially and will 
be pushed out of attending the institution as a result of this action (UMass, 1989b, 
pg. 8). 
 
The Student Trustees, sometimes joined by two other trustees, formed a voting block 
against tuition and fee hikes, but never had the numbers to defeat them. 
 Richard Rooney (Boston, ’89–’90) was placed on the Committee on Budget and 
Financial Affairs during his first board meeting. (UMass, 1989). One day later, he was 
voting against a change in the Curriculum Fee, and two months later, he was sharing 
student sentiments imploring the Board to advocate against budget cuts.  
Trustee Rooney then distributed a letter from the Student Senate of the College of 
Arts and Sciences of the University of Massachusetts at Boston which urged the 
Trustees to take a more visible, active and aggressive role in the defense of 
Boston against the proposed budget revisions (UMass, 1989c, pg. 3). 
 
That November, Rooney delivered an impassioned plea to anyone listening that sounded 
the alarm on the increasing lack of affordability at UMass: 
I'd like to make a two minute statement concerning this proposal. 
 
I want to be sure my fellow Board members, students, and campus administrators 
understand my vote today. 
 
The last few months have been agonizing for those entrusted with protecting the 
integrity of this institution. 
 
We have watched thousands of lay-offs in the public sector as well as tens of 
thousands in the private markets. We watch a state deficit climb to more than 
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$700 million after the first quarter. We see public resentment toward any tax 
package limit the availability of resources for our University. 
 
Most disheartening has been the incoming tide of resentment toward public higher 
education. 
 
These and other factors have severely limited our options for resources required 
of research universities. 
 
We are cancelling subscriptions for library books, periodicals and journals. We 
have students sitting in overcrowded classrooms, on filthy carpets infected with 
fruit flies. 
 
My campus has attempted to get our message out. 
 
Since writing the Trustees last, I've initiated petitions to the Legislature, written 
letters to newspapers, given speeches in classrooms, and held forums with guest 
speakers. I've participated in Statewide committees and helped to organize our 
statewide rally. I've been on TV and radio and filed bills on Beacon Hill. I've 
lobbied Legislators and handed out leaflets to anyone who will listen. 
 
The reality is, there just isn't any support out there. We're not going to get any 
money from the State and more than likely we will get less in the future. 
 
I'm very well aware of what this fee increase means to our campus and the 
programs we offer here. At this point there is a direct relationship between fees 
and programs. The problem is we're paying more and getting less. 
 
I've tried over the last week to illustrate to students the conditions we face and the 
environment we operate in, but there are those who elect not to accept and 
function within this construct. There are those who insist on "no fee increases and 
no further cuts" yet they propose no realistic options for getting us through this 
very difficult period. The position of "no fees and no cuts" — at this time in 
Massachusetts is unrealistic and irresponsible. 
 
When my younger brother decides to come here I fear he will not have the same 
opportunities I had to improve his life. 
 
So today, I vote an opinion which does not reflect my understanding, nor my 
conscience. Instead, I make a symbolic gesture and reject this fee proposal. 
 
I realize structured organizational changes must occur on my campus but as the 
Chancellor has stated, these procedures cannot be made overnight. They take 
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lengthy, sober, consideration by all sectors of the University — faculty, students 
and administration.  
 
Finally, I ask the students to take a long, hard look at the external forces 
controlling our budgets and to keep in mind when saying no fees, no cuts, a full 
understanding of the consequences of such statements" (UMass 1989d, pg. 1).  
 
Rooney would continue to vote on behalf of students against fee hikes, knowing that they 
would continue and were indeed necessary in light of the lack of support from the 
Commonwealth. 
 David Loh (Boston, ’91–’93) also penned a letter in response to the 1994 budget, 
which received positive commentary from Board Chair Spence: 
She added that the Committee had before it a very thoughtful letter from Trustee 
David Loh articulating some thoughts about how the University approaches the 
tuition and fee issue. She reminded the Committee about last year's action where 
the Trustees reluctantly voted to increase tuition, but wished to come back this 
year looking more closely at the policy with respect to tuition and fees, and 
related issues such as the University's competitiveness vis a vis changes at other 
institutions, and the question of access (UMass, 1993a, pg. 3). 
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Figure 28: Student Trustee David Loh delivering the welcome address at the 1992 UMass 
Boston Commencement (University Archives & Special Collections, 1992) 
 
Loh was also able to get a voting Student Trustee on the finance committee:  
Trustee Loh then asked that a voting Student Trustee member be placed on the 
Committee on Administration and Finance and that in the future, a minority 
member of the Board be considered as a chair of a Committee. Chair Oakes 
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acknowledged Trustee Loh's concerns, and Trustee Vittimberga was assigned to 
the Committee on Administration and Finance (UMass, 1992b, pg. 6). 
 
Loh also showed a thorough understanding of higher education finance:  
Trustee Loh spoke of his support of tying tuition to the Consumer Price Index, but 
would not support this year's recommendation because it puts tuition beyond the 
35% state / student share policy established by the Higher Education Coordinating 
Council (UMass 1993b, pg. 2). 
 
His knowledge of finance put Loh in a position to negotiate student fees (UMass, 1993c, 
pg. 3). 
Vice Chancellor Desmond, in response to a question from Trustee Loh, said he 
hoped that the Single Policy Document on the Campus Management of the 
Student Activities Trust Fund would be available before the June meeting. Trustee 
Loh offered a compromise position of $10.00 per semester so that it is limited to a 
small incremental increase.  
 
Trustee Karam then made a motion that the fee be $12.00 per semester. It was 
moved, seconded and VOTED: To recommend that the Board establish the 
following per semester Student Activities Fee for FY94 at UMASS Boston: 
 
Full Time: 
From: FY1993 - $30 
To: FY1994 - $24 
Dollar Change - $12 
% Change - 40% 
 
Stephanie Siegmann (Boston, ’93–’94) also demonstrated a strong command of 
finance, taking an evidence-based approach to her proposals: 
Trustee Siegmann spoke about the impact of this year's budget at UMASS 
Boston, based on her review of proposed allocation models. She spoke of 
previous cuts, tuition increases and layoffs at the campus. She detailed what the 
impact has been on the students, including longer graduation times and 
consolidation of programs She asked that the Trustees seriously consider having 
UMASS Worcester take more of a cut from the budget (UMass 1993d, pg. 2). 
 
The non-Student Trustees were by and large supportive of keeping tuition and fees low. 
Some fees were actually rolled back in 1995, a move that was praised by Student Trustee 
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Arnold Lizana (Amherst, ’93–’95): 
Trustee Lizana then commented on the Rollback of the Student Fees and the 
importance of the Board's vote, calling it a milestone for all public institutions, 
and he further noted that this issue is the most important to students. He further 
praised the strategy used in this year's budget efforts, and reiterated the need to be 
as coordinated in the next budget session (UMass, 1994a, pg. 6) 
 
During the next budget (1995), the Board pledged to keep total tuition and mandatory fee 
increases no higher than the increase in the Consumer Price Index. This led Lizana and 
fellow Student Trustee Brian Andriolo (Lowell, ’94–’97) to laud the level of student-
board cooperation. 
Student Trustees Brian Andriolo and Al Lizana then spoke to the cooperation 
among students, Trustees and administration this year in promoting the budget, 
coming to an agreement in setting tuition and fees and negotiating the potential 
rollback of these proposed increases (UMass, 1995a, pg. 2). 
 
However, some Student Trustees remained concerned about other financial issues like 
increasing executive salaries.  
Trustee Lizana questioned the timing of such adjustments with the serious budget 
cuts the 
University has recently endured. Chair Oakes expressed his opinion that the 
University must do what it can to retain the quality of leadership the Chancellors 
have shown. President Hooker then noted that should a Chancellor take another 
position the cost of replacing them would be for more than the amounts 
recommended today (UMass 1993e, pg. 1). 
 
Recognizing the importance of understanding these issues, Andriolo asked the Board to 
provide more training in-depth training on finance in higher education.   
Trustee Andriolo also requested that Vice President Lenhardt convene a meeting 
of new Student Trustees for financial information orientation (UMass, 1996b, pg. 
6). 
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Student Trustee Voting 
 As the roles and responsibilities of Student Trustees started to look very much 
like those of other trustees, some began to question the Student Trustee voting structure. 
In 1991, the UMass merger legislation created a board of 19 voting members, including 
two Student Trustees, as well as an additional three non-voting Student Trustees. 
Students from each campus elected a Student Trustee to represent them, with voting 
power rotating annually between the five campuses. The two voting members could vote 
in all board and committee meetings, while the non-voting members could only 
participate in open meetings of the full board (Massachusetts General Laws, 2016). 
 In 1997, Student Trustee Sean Carter (Amherst, ’96–’97) made an effort to 
change that policy, with tepid support from fellow Student Trustees David Croft (Boston, 
’96–’97) and Brian Andriolo (Lowell, ’94–’97). 
Trustee Carter then reported on the Status of Student Trustee Voting: his fellow 
students passed a motion last September at the Student Senate asking the Board to 
consider giving all Student Trustee members the authority to vote. He argued that 
without a vote it was difficult for each Student Trustee to properly represent his or 
her campus. Trustee Carter said that having all students being able to vote would 
provide the Board with the proper balance on student issues such as fees and 
tuition. 
 
Vice President Kirby was asked to give a brief history on Student Trustees voting; 
the 1991 enabling legislation put five Student Trustees, one from each campus on 
the Board, two voting members that rotates between the campuses every year. 
Chair Karam stated his belief that all student members of the Board carries equal 
status and that the Board has always felt all campuses are well represented by the 
student members on the Board, voting or non-voting. He further pointed out that 
any change to this policy must be through legislation and that the original intent 
was not to have Board “factions” by type (students, faculty, etc.) or by campus. 
Trustee Croft suggested that all student members be allowed to vote at the 
committee level with only two voting members at the full Board. 
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Trustee Andriolo stated the opinion that the Board has always been open to the 
student's opinions and that most issues that are brought up have reached a 
consensus and most votes are unanimous. Several trustees reiterated the fact that 
students on the Board have always been looked upon as peers. Chair Karam 
suggested that trustees that are interested in looking at this issue further 
communicate their wishes to him and the item will be studied further (Mass, 
1997b, pg. 6). 
 
A more organized campaign for full Student Trustee voting rights arose in 2012. The 
UMass Amherst student government president spoke to the board on behalf of his 
constituents: 
Mr. Broughton, President of the Student Government Association reported on the 
inclusion of students in the University’s decision-making processes and 
emphasized the need for all five Student Trustees to have the right to vote. He 
then provided a letter outlining his statements to the Board Secretary for 
distribution to the Board (UMass, 2012a, pg. 1). 
 
One day later, Student Trustee Alexis Marvel (Boston, ’12–’13) brought up the matter 
with the Board’s Governance Committee: 
The Committee also heard a presentation from Trustee Marvel about a proposal to 
amend Chapter 75, Section 1A to allow all five Student Trustees the ability to 
vote. Currently, two Student Trustees have the vote. The Committee discussed the 
matter (UMass, 2012b, pg. 17). 
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Figure 29: Alexis Marvel (The Mass Media, 2013) 
On January 18, 2013, Marvel partnered with then State Representative Martin J. Walsh – 
now, Boston’s mayor – to write and submit a bill titled House Bill 1088: An Act 
Providing Full Student Representation on the University of Massachusetts Board of 
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Trustees (The Mass Media, 2013a). The bill, which was also introduced in the 
Massachusetts Senate by State Senator John Hart as Senate Bill 580, proposed to give 
voting power to all five Student Trustees on a 22 voting-member board. If passed, the bill 
would have provided students with the greatest block of voting power of any state 
university system. In interviews at the time, both Marvel and Walsh spoke out about the 
importance of the bill. 
Because [Marvel] couldn’t vote at previous meetings, she thought her position 
was “less of a trustee position and more of an advisor position.” More than that, 
she felt like “an advisor whose opinions sometimes fall on deaf ears.” She added, 
"If this bill passes, it will ensure that every student at UMass has a representative 
that can vote in their best interests."  
 
Walsh himself told the Mass Media, “It’s a great bill...Student Trustees should 
vote because students are the focal point of the university.” He had “no idea” why 
full student representation hadn’t already been passed (The Mass Media, 2013a, 
pg. 1). 
 
Marvel was hopeful, yet realistic about the bill’s prospects, noting that there were some 
trustees who weren’t on board with this proposal. 
Marvel believed she would manage to get the bill passed in the state legislature, 
but probably not right away. “I think there are quite a few board members who are 
opposed to it,” she said. "I think they believe that Student Trustees will vote in a 
bloc...[but] historically I don’t think we’ve ever had five Student Trustees who are 
all on board with each other on every single issue" (The Mass Media, 2013a, pg. 
1). 
 
As the bill moved through the Joint Committee on Higher Education, and even after her 
term concluded in June, Marvel continued to make the case for full representation. 
Marvel, who reached out to Representative Walsh in 2012, described her role as a 
non-voting trustee to committee members, telling them that she attended all board 
meetings, spoke to voting trustees, and participated in board events. "Non-voting 
members are still trustees ... in every way except we aren't allowed to vote. 
 
		
93 
"This is a minimal change. ... This does not increase the size of the Board," she 
added. (The Mass Media, 2013b, pg. 1). 
 
Tyler O’Day, a senator with UMass Amherst’s student government voiced his support for 
Marvel’s bill in a fiery letter to the editor in November 2013.  
My name is Tyler O’Day, and I am writing you about a chance to fundamentally 
change the amount of say students have in how the entirety of the University of 
Massachusetts system runs. Currently, there is a bill being reviewed by the 
Massachusetts House, bill H.1088, which was sponsored by none other than the 
new Mayor of Boston, Marty Walsh. This bill would allow all five Student 
Trustees serving on the UMass Board of Trustees to vote because right now only 
two get to vote at a time. Each UMass campus elects a Student Trustee to a one-
year term, but only two get to vote during that year. This year, Student Trustee 
Megan Kingston from UMass does not get to vote. Yes, you read that correctly – 
the student that represents all 27,000 of us does not get to vote this year. Not only 
that, but this has been going on every single year since UMass Lowell opened. 
The Board of Trustees controls the entire UMass system. For instance, they are 
the ones who selected our current chancellor. Further, seeing as every decision 
handed down by the Board of Trustees directly affects the lives of all 68,000 
students within the UMass system, I firmly believe that there should be full 
student representation within the Board itself. As the Board currently stands, 
students are not only being disenfranchised, we are being disrespected. The 
current makeup of the Board isn’t reflective of the constituency it supposedly 
represents, that constituency being us, the undergraduate and graduate students of 
UMass. It’s our right to be heard, and, seeing how all five student members of the 
Board are elected by us, it is our right to have full representative power: power in 
fighting for policies that reflect the values of the entire student population, not just 
40 percent of us. This bill will provide all 68,000 of us with the voice that we 
deserve, and will be a progressive step for the university system as a whole 
(O’Day, 2013, pg. 1). 
 
On November 19, 2013, students rallied at the Massachusetts Statehouse for a “Lobby 
Day for 5 Student Trustee Votes” (Lobby Day, 2013). Some fifty students visited with 
state legislators to push for Student Trustee voting rights bills that were introduced in the 
House and Senate.   
 Marvel’s successor, Nolan O’Brien (Boston, ’13–Present), the current UMass 
Boston Student Trustee, has taken up this cause.  
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O’Brian is taking up the efforts made by former UMass Boston Student Trustee 
Alexis Marvel when she introduced House Bill 1088 and Senate Bill 580 in 2012. 
The bills if passed into law would extend voting rights to all Student Trustees. 
 
According to O’Brian, the Student Trustees are “welcomed and encouraged” by 
the other board members to voice their opinions and are not barred from sitting on 
committees despite lacking voting rights. 
 
I do not think that the Student Trustees that do not have a vote are denied the 
ability to voice their ideas and to try to get a piece of legislation passed, but they 
cannot actually vote for a piece of legislation. As elected members of the Board 
each trustee should be able to represent the interests of their constituency 
effectively. They can’t do that without voting power, O’Brian said (The Mass 
Media, 2013c, pg. 1). 
 
Despite the best efforts of the UMass students, Marvel and Walsh’s bill died in 
committee in June 2014 (H.1088, 2013). An identical bill was introduced in January 2015 
by State Representative Daniel J. Hunt, titled H. 1048: An Act providing full student 
representation on the University of Massachusetts Board of Trustees (H. 1048, 2015). 
That bill had a hearing scheduled on June 17, 2015 and was discharged with a study order 
to the Committee on House Rules on April 21, 2016.  
Board Chairs and Presidents Praise the Student Trustee 
While non-Student Trustees have reserved comment on the issue of Student 
Trustee voting rights publicly, the Board minutes are littered with glowing words about 
the value they provide. The chair of the Board often thanked Student Trustees at the 
conclusion of their terms: 
This was also the final meeting for the Student Trustees, Kathryn Steed from the 
Boston campus and Richard Savini from the Amherst campus. The Chairman 
observed that in the several years he had worked with Student Trustees, he had 
always found their presence to be helpful. The only unfortunate thing, he said, 
was that they served for only one year and left the Board about the time they were 
getting a good grasp of the overall problems of the University (UMass, 1975g, pg. 
3931). 
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Chairman Healey closed the open session by saying that the Trustees were 
grateful to Trustee Rothenburger for the character of his service as Student 
Trustee from UM/Boston. He had been a vigorous advocate of the student 
interest, he said, and was a credit to the students who had elected him (UMass, 
1976a, pg. 4104). 
 
Some boards even voted on resolutions touting the exceptional work and unique value 
that the Student Trustees provided: 
Chairman Quinn asked that the Board endorse the following resolutions which he 
presented to out-going Trustees Allen and Reeves. It was moved, seconded and 
WHEREAS, Charlene Allen was elected by her peers at the University of 
Massachusetts to serve as the student representative (sic) to the Board of Trustees; 
and WHEREAS she has served with distinction as Student Trustee and as a 
member of the Committee on Academic and Student Affairs and the Affirmative 
Action Review Committee, the Board of Trustees wishes to express its 
appreciation to her for her performance as a Trustee, for her time and effort, for 
her contributions to the Board of Trustees, and for the honor to have served with 
her. BE IT RESOLVED, THEREFORE, that Charlene Allen be commended for 
her deep commitment to the students and the mission of the University of 
Massachusetts. and,  
 
WHEREAS, Paul Reeves was elected by his peers at the University of 
Massachusetts to serve as the student representative to the Board of Trustees; and 
WHEREAS he has served with distinction as Student Trustee and as a member of 
the Committee on Budget and Financial Affairs and the Affirmative Action 
Review Committee, the Board of Trustees wishes to express its appreciation to 
him for his performance as a Trustee, for his time and effort, for his contributions 
to the Board of Trustees, and for the honor to have served with him. BE IT 
RESOLVED, THEREFORE, that Paul Reeves be commended for his valuable 
service to the Board of Trustees and his deep commitment to the students and the 
mission of the University of Massachusetts (UMass 1984b, pg. 7). 
 
The unique perspective the Student Trustees provided was often lauded: 
Today also marks the end of another era, Trustees Fatemi, Marcalo, Morand, 
Reed and Brathwaite have completed their terms as Student Trustees. They have 
done an outstanding job and their perspectives have been valuable in our recent 
deliberations (UMass 2004a, pg. 1). 
 
As was the maturity that many Student Trustees brought with them:  
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Following a round of applause, Chairman Manning noted that David Koffman is 
one of the best Board members he’s ever been associated with; his emotional 
intelligence, his ability to listen and to put the interest of the University first 
(UMass, 2010a, pg. 3). 
 
Board chairs and even the University president praised the institution for including 
student representation on the Board, albeit by legislative decree. 
Chair Karam continued his report by welcoming the new Student Trustees to their 
first Board meeting. Not all colleges and universities include student 
representation on their governing boards and we are proud that UMASS has had a 
longstanding tradition of having student voices at the decision-making table 
(UMass, 2006a, pg.2). 
 
President Wilson acknowledged the five Student Trustees leaving the Board. You 
have all made significant contributions to the Board of Trustees and to the 
University with your service and you will be missed. Having student 
representation on this Board is important. (UMass, 2011a, pg. 6). 
 
Summary of Findings 
Questions 1 and 2: How did the first Student Trustee come to sit on the University’s 
board? What was the genesis of that idea, and who was responsible for making that 
decision?  
The first Student Trustee was seated on the UMass Board of Trustees amidst 
contentious campus protests in Massachusetts and around the nation. Massachusetts 
Governor Francis Sargent believed the protests were, at least in part, a symptom of the 
contentious relationship between students and administrators. In response, he pushed for 
legislation that placed a student on the UMass Board of Trustees in an effort to “move 
protest from confrontation to dialogue” (Micciche, 1969, pg. 1). While he had the ability 
to simply appoint a student to the Board, Sargent knew that enshrining the right to student 
representation through legislation was critical to its longevity. Furthermore, 
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understanding that student support for this role would be essential, he ensured that the 
Student Trustee was an elected representative of the student body – the Student 
Government President.  
Questions 3 and 4: How has the role of the Student Trustee changed since its inception? 
What factors were responsible for those changes?  
 A product of the contentious environment that brought them to the Board, the first 
Student Trustees took full advantage of the opportunity to speak truth to power. Cynthia 
Olken, the first Student Trustee, had advocated for the elimination of the Board 
altogether and spoke out on issues as diverse as the need for co-ed dormitories, student 
voice in campus center planning, and the retention of black faculty. Olken and her 
contemporaries pushed the Board to adopt more progressive policies that regarded 
students as adults, rather than children under their care.  
 Student Trustees also pushed the Board to address the political issues of their 
time. Glenn Elters convinced the board to adopt a modified version of the Princeton Plan, 
granting students an eight-day reprieve from papers and exams so they could campaign in 
the 1970 congressional elections. Marion Batiste (and later, James Keller) led the charge 
that caused the UMass System to divest all financial interests in companies operating in 
South Africa. Other initiatives were less successful, like the unsuccessful push to ban on-
campus military and CIA recruiting.  
 The Board minutes show an overall decline in Student Trustees speaking out 
between the 1990’s and today. One exception is the issue of finance, including tuition, 
fees, financial aid, and the general affordability of a UMass education. While many other 
		
98 
issues were resolved after a period of study and debate, the Board of Trustees voted 
annually (with some exceptions) to set the tuition for each campus. This led to a 
continuous and often contentious dialogue on issues of finance. Student Trustee 
resistance to increases in tuition and fees was consistent over time, yet generally 
ineffective. More on that in the next chapter. 
 Second to finance was the issue of governance, which included chancellor 
selection, the creation of committees, and the expansion of the roles and responsibilities 
of the Student Trustee. As the UMass System reorganized, Student Trustees gained more 
and more seats: one in 1970, two in 1972, three in 1988, four in 1991, and five in 1992. 
The legislation that created the five-campus system also amended the process by which 
Student Trustees were elected. No longer was the role tied to the Student Government 
Association presidency. Instead, any student could run outright for Student Trustee. The 
role also expanded to include standing committee and ad hoc assignments, chancellor 
selection, chairing the Student Alumni Task Force, and their own agenda item – Student 
Trustee Reports. However, while the number of Student Trustees and their 
responsibilities has expanded, their voting privileges have not. That inconsistency is 
currently being studied in the state legislature and will be discussed in the next chapter.  
Additional Findings 
 The study revealed a 2:1 gender discrepancy, with men comprising 98 (68.5%) 
and women comprising 45 (31.5%) of the 143 available Student Trustee positions since 
1970. That gender divide was most prominent in the 1990’s, when men held 89% of the 
available positions. That discrepancy has decreased since 2000, with women holding 
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42% of available positions. The documents used in this study provide no evidence that 
would explain these discrepancies. 
The study also revealed that 24 Student Trustees have served multiple terms, 
including 19 men and just five women. None of the Massachusetts legislation or UMass 
bylaws regarding student trustees has ever placed any term limits on Student Trustees. 
However, serving multiple terms was quite uncommon in the 1970’s and 1980’s, with 
just three Student Trustees serving consecutive terms. That changed with the expansion 
to the five-campus system in 1990’s, with 11 Student Trustees serving multiple terms, 
including two that served three terms. Since the 2000’s 10 more students have served 
multiple terms, including four that served three terms. There appears to be no correlation 
between the number of terms served by a Student Trustee and that Student Trustee’s 
activity on the board.  
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 
 
Introduction 
 What this case study makes clear is that being a Student Trustee can be difficult, 
frustrating, and challenging, but it can also be a unique, productive, and rewarding 
experience. As evidenced by the Board minutes, more than half of the Student Trustees 
made little comment during board and committee meetings. Even Kevin Carman, the 
very first Student Trustee from the Boston campus, who might have been expected to 
make a splash, had negligible impact during his nine-month term on the Board as 
measured by the comments made in meetings. In contrast, others like Olken, Cronin, 
Ladd, Batiste, Elters, Cagle, Sandwen, Kelly, Apostola, Reeves, and Marvel made a 
definitive mark during their board service using that same metric and their involvement 
in getting the Board to take action of substantive issues such as disinvestment in South 
Africa and tuition increases.  
This study focused on those Student Trustees who stepped up and spoke out on 
the issues of their time. This chapter will highlight some of the challenges they faced, as 
well as areas where they found success. It will also consider the question of how much 
influence and power the Student Trustees actually have, and whether more institutions 
should add student leaders to their boards. Finally, it will conclude with a discussion of 
the limitations of the study, as well as suggestions for future research. 
Challenges 
 From the very beginning, Student Trustees at Massachusetts’s public institutions 
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were seen as a conduit through which students and administration could communicate. 
Governor Sargent made that purpose clear when he proposed the legislation that seated 
students on the Board. As student government presidents, and therefore elected 
representatives of the student body, the early Student Trustees held deep their obligation 
to represent student interests on the Board. Even the non-student board members felt that 
the Student Trustees should be expected to intervene in matters directly related to student 
life issues.  
This often put the Student Trustees in a difficult position. Sometimes they were 
called to advocate for proposals with which they disagreed, as was the case with Reeves’s 
vote against a fee increase, which he believed was appropriate and necessary. Even when 
they did support student proposals, many Student Trustees faced an uphill battle 
convincing the older, more conservative board members that the proposals should be 
adopted. Imagine how intimidating it must have been as one of a few advocating for an 
unpopular position amidst a group of accomplished people who were appointed to their 
posts by the governor.  
Another challenge faced by Student Trustees was pushing for significant 
institutional policy changes when they served one term on the Board. Since many issues 
related to affordability, diversity, and shared governance have spanned decades, and are 
still being discussed today, a single year term may not give the traction needed to drive 
change. Student Trustees are elected right before the summer begins and have just four to 
five board meetings to make an impact, compared with non-student board members who 
are appointed for up to two five-year terms. It’s unclear how much incoming and 
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outgoing Student Trustees communicate with one another – that may vary from one 
campus to another and from one student to another. Such communication, if it were to 
occur, could help mitigate this one-term concern.    
Changes to the Student Trustee election policy in 1992 made any full-time student 
eligible to run for the office. This meant that Student Trustees, who previously had a 
second job running student government, were able to focus fully on their board work. 
However, there is no evidence that the policy change had a positive impact on their 
activity during board meetings. In fact, an analysis of Board minutes shows a decline in 
Student Trustee remarks over the last twenty years after the policy change.  
The Student Trustees of the 1970’s came to the Board as a result of an era of 
protest and demands for greater student representation. Their entire purpose was to shake 
up the system and push the Board to adopt more progressive policies. They did so by 
speaking out at board meetings and even in the press. As campus-wide activism died 
down during the 1980’s, so too did the activity of Student Trustees. There is an uptick in 
Student Trustee remarks during the early 1990’s, when legislation created five Student 
Trustee positions. However, that activity would decrease by the end of the decade. From 
the early-2000’s until today, Student Trustee remarks have generally been confined to the 
“Student Trustee Reports” portion of the Board meetings. And, much of that time is spent 
talking about what is going right on each campus, not on issues that need to be addressed.  
Successes 
Despite the challenges, Student Trustees have found success in pushing their 
boards to adopt more progressive policies, to increase the role of students in shared 
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governance, and to respond to world events. As one of the few students with which board 
members had regular contact, they were counted on for their unique insight on these 
matters.  
Student Trustees played a pivotal role in dismantling some of the archaic policies 
prohibiting co-ed residence halls and requiring parental consent for visitors, while 
standing against parental notification in response to minor alcohol and conduct violations. 
They pushed for greater due process in conduct matters and pressed the Board to make 
greater strides in diversifying the faculty and the student body.  
Student Trustees have been consistently opposed to tuition creep at this public 
institution. While they were often the only votes against fee hikes, they did sometimes 
have non-student board members vote alongside them. For its part, the Board was 
generally sympathetic to the issue of affordability, but battled against a Commonwealth 
that consistently fell short in meeting its funding obligations. There were some years 
(highlighted in the figure below) where the Board did vote to keep the aggregate cost of 
tuition and fees for in-state students at their current rates, and even twice (1996 and 1998) 
to decrease the overall cost for those students at UMass Amherst (Office of Institutional 
Research). See Figure 30 on the next page. 
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Figure 30: Undergraduate Student Charges at UMass Amherst, 1982–1983 to 2015–2016. 
 
Student Trustees have done more than just impact student life policies. They 
encouraged the Board to consider and respond to complicated issues like American 
		
105 
intervention in Vietnam and Cambodia, and apartheid in South Africa. The Board 
seriously considered limiting ROTC and CIA recruiting – issues that were introduced by 
Student Trustees on behalf of student and faculty activists. Student Trustee Marion 
Batiste led the charge and introduced the motion that caused the entire University of 
Massachusetts system to divest its holdings from companies operating in an apartheid 
state. Glenn Elters even got the Board to provide a reprieve from papers and exams so 
students could campaign in advance of the 1970 congressional elections.  
In many ways, Student Trustees paved the way for a shared governance model 
that included students as key stakeholders. Even now, the UMass Amherst Student 
Government Association cites the Wellman Document, the Board of Trustees’ statement 
on university governance, as the source of their power (2016). Through their nearly half-
century of contributions, the Student Trustees have made the case for effective student 
voice in university policymaking. As time passed, Student Trustees began to look more 
like non-Student Trustees. They came to sit and vote on every standing committee, 
including the executive committee and presidential search committees. They took on 
numerous ad hoc task force assignments, and even reported findings on behalf of those 
groups. It’s important to note that they were only referred to as Student Trustees when 
they were welcomed to the Board or thanked for their service at the end of their term. 
Otherwise, they were referred to by the same title as everyone else – Trustee.  
Voting, Power 
 Despite holding the title of Trustee, current legislation mandates that only two of 
the five Student Trustees can vote at any given time. What’s more, those students that 
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cannot vote are ineligible for committee seats. In effect, the two voting trustees have been 
asked to represent the interests of more than 73,000 students on five distinct campuses. 
The argument against giving all five students the vote is that it would create a voting 
bloc, and that the interests of the students would trump the needs of the institution, even 
though the five student votes would not be enough to override a board convinced of its 
wisdom on any given issue. What five votes might do is deliver on Governor Sargent’s 
promise – a greater voice for those most invested in the education and experience that 
UMass provides. Enacting the proposed legislation for full student representation on the 
Board would make students equal participants in the educational enterprise and would put 
UMass in a class of its own.  
In the meantime, Student Trustees can continue to use the soft power of 
diplomacy and dialogue, educating themselves on relevant issues and working to 
convince the Board of the merit of their ideas. They can bring those ideas forward with 
thoughtfulness and maturity, helping the Board to think of their fellow students not as 
kids, but as adults who are the primary stakeholders in the institution. Regardless of what 
happens with Student Trustee voting in the future, those with access to governance at the 
highest level can still make a difference.  
The UMass experiment suggests that motivated and skilled students trustees who 
are working in collaboration with students on their campus, can have an impact on board 
policies, particularly as they facilitate the university’s response to changing cultural 
norms and expectations. At UMass, the Student Trustees provided leadership in changing 
parietal rules, the university responsibility to address controversial political issues such as 
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the Vietnam War and apartheid in South Africa. These Student Trustees were also able to 
keep the Board of Trustees focused on important issues such as access for lower income 
students and the diversity of the faculty and student body. Just because they did not 
always achieve their desired outcomes, the evidence from this investigation suggests that 
having Student Trustees on the Board has served UMass well with none of the negative 
outcomes hypothesized by AGB in terms of letting their self-interest cloud their 
judgment. 
Limitations of the Study 
 One limitation of this investigation involves the inability to develop a complete 
data set of Student Trustee engagement on the Board. The Board minutes used in this 
study were acquired through the online archives of the University of Massachusetts. 
Certain appendices and proposals that were mentioned during the meetings were not 
included with the minutes, and therefore were not available for study. Also, the policies 
regarding student elections and board composition that were available were those that are 
currently in place. Past polices, which were overwritten by the current ones, were not 
available for study. 
 A review of meeting minute page counts by decade reveals a significant decline in 
the information that was recorded in the meetings after the 1970’s. The early board 
minutes were rich with dialogue and debate, with conversations about certain issues that 
would go on for pages. In contrast, the meeting minutes of today are much more 
straightforward, and provide less detail on the remarks made by each trustee. This may be 
in part to the individual minute-taking style of the Board secretary as well as larger 
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cultural changes in the way minutes are made available online. This may also be related 
to a keener awareness that these minutes are available for public consumption and 
available for sharing online, particularly through social media. Another factor may be the 
increasing role of the executive committee, where the deliberations and machinations of 
senior leadership are conducted in secret. Regardless, the lower page count of more 
recent board minutes resulted in a less fruitful area of study. See figure 31 below. 
 
 
 Although it was beyond the scope of this investigation, the interpretation of the 
existing data set does not include the perspective of the participants on the findings. A 
limitation of archival data is that it does not include the narrative accounts of the 
participants in the events.  Such accounts could serve to enrich our understanding of the 
impact Student Trustees had on the UMass Board of Trustees. Sharing the findings of this 
investigation with participants to solicit their understanding of the results would be a 
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valuable next step in developing our understanding of how Student Trustees impact the 
evolution of a university. 
While the gender of the Student Trustees was discernible from their introductions 
to the Board as Mr. or Ms., other demographic information was unavailable. That 
includes the race or major of the Student Trustees, as well as whether they were in-state 
or out-of-state students. These figures would have provided a better sense of who the 
Student Trustees were aggregate, and could have been disaggregated to illuminate 
possible trends in the issues upon which they remarked while serving on the Board. 
Suggestions for Future Research 
 There are a number of potential directions for future research on Student Trustees 
at UMass and beyond, from both an historical and contemporary lens. One such 
possibility would be to share the results of this investigation with UMass Student 
Trustees from each era to get a more enriched understanding of their experience, of the 
issues they addressed, and a retrospective on how they could have had more impact on 
the university or role. Non-Student Trustees could be interviewed as well to get a take on 
their perceptions of the Student Trustees they worked with and their thoughts on the 
challenges and opportunities of student representation on the Board. This research could 
be conducted at public institutions across the nation as a means to better understand, 
compare, and contrast how the role of Student Trustee came about and developed in each 
state. The research could also be expanded to include private institutions, where the role 
of Student Trustee might have a very different genesis story. The unique challenges and 
opportunities faced at private institutions compared with public ones could also be 
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explored.  
 The development of the data set used in this investigation has value to future 
research in two ways. The first is, having extensively catalogued all comments made by 
and about Student Trustees on the Board at UMass since the role was established, a data 
set exists that can be used to asked other questions about Student Trustee engagement, or 
to re-examine the findings of this investigation. The second is that it creates an approach 
to data collection about Student Trustee engagement on boards that would allow for 
comparisons between universities. For example, one could collect the same data for 
another university (or several) and compare the engagement and impact. For example, 
Figure 10 (page 39) captures the types of topics on which Student Trustees remarked. 
Creating a similar data set across multiple universities would facilitate inference studies 
that could test hypothesis about student engagement and impact on Boards of Trustees. 
Engaging current and former Student Trustees as research assistants would 
provide an insider’s perspective on this research. For instance, Sarah Elfreth’s The Young 
Guardians: Students as Stewards of the Past, Present, and Future of American Higher 
Education (2011), was well informed by her experience as a student regent at the 
University of Maryland system. More research that involves Student Trustees in lifting 
the veil on their experiences would be a valuable resource for institutions with a student 
representative on their boards, as well as those who are considering adding one. 
 
  
		
111 
APPENDIX A: List of Student Trustees at the University of Massachusetts System, 
1970–2016 
 
STUDENT TRUSTEE DATES SERVED CAMPUS 
Cynthia Olken 1/8/70–4/22/70 Amherst 
Glenn Elters 5/29/70–3/24/71 Amherst 
Kevin Carman 8/25/71–5/26/72  Boston 
Lee Sandwen 9/28/71–3/28/72 Amherst 
Lawrence Ladd 5/10/72–4/4/73 Amherst 
Ellen Kelly 6/28/72–5/2/73 Boston 
Nicholas Apostola  5/2/73–5/1/1974 Amherst 
Reginald Cagle 5/9/73–5/1/74 Boston 
Richard Savini 5/1/74–5/7/75 Amherst 
Kathryn Steed 6/5/74–5/7/75 Boston 
John O’Keefe 5/7/75–11/5/75 Amherst 
Cary Rothenburger 5/7/75–5/5/76 Boston 
Ellen Gavin 11/5/75–3/3/76 Amherst 
Paul Cronin 4/7/76–3/2/77 Amherst 
Theresa Conti 6/2/76–3/2/77 Boston 
Marion Batiste 4/6/77–3/1/78 Amherst 
Judith Baker 4/6/77–3/1/78 Boston 
James 0'Sullivan 4/5/78–4/4/79 Boston 
Robert Dion 5/3/78–10/4/78 Amherst 
Herbert Tyson 11/1/78–4/4/79 Amherst 
Richard Lavoice* 4/4/79–2/4/81 Amherst 
Nancy Cross 4/4/79–4/2/80 Boston 
Christopher Alberto 5/7/80–2/4/81 Boston 
Larry Kocot 12/9/81–5/29/82 Amherst 
Donald Babets 12/9/81–4/14/82 Boston 
Marianne Samaha 6/2/82–5/25/83 Boston 
James Murphy 8/3/82–4/13/83 Amherst 
Charlene Allen 6/8/83–5/16/84 Amherst 
Paul Reeves 6/8/83–5/16/84 Boston 
James Keller 5/22/84–4/3/85 Amherst 
Adrian Gomes 6/6/84–4/3/85 Boston 
Dani Burgess* 6/5/85–6/3/87 Amherst 
Richard Bell 6/5/85–6/4/86 Boston 
Christine Saba 7/15/86–6/3/87 Boston 
Paul Wingle 7/29/87–6/1/88 Amherst 
Colleen Lopes 7/29/87–6/1/88 Boston 
Stephanie Orefice 7/1/88–6/7/89 Amherst 
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Alex Walker 7/1/88–6/7/89 Boston 
Michael Kruczek* 7/13/88–6/6/90 Worcester 
Eric Nakajima 8/1/89–6/6/90 Amherst 
Richard Rooney 8/1/89–6/6/90 Boston 
Angus McQuilken 7/24/90–8/12/91 Amherst 
James Canina 7/24/90–8/12/91 Boston 
Joseph Walsh 7/24/90–6/5/91 Worcester 
Kevin Newnan* 7/9/91–6/2/93 Amherst 
Frank Vittimberga* 7/9/91–6/2/93 Worcester 
Thomas Winston 9/5/91–6/3/92 Boston 
Peter Pacheco 9/5/91–6/3/92 Dartmouth 
David Loh* 12/4/91–6/2/93 Boston 
Kevin Tobin* 8/5/92–6/8/94 Dartmouth 
Keith Neal 8/5/92–6/2/93 Lowell 
David Cunningham 8/10/93–6/8/94 Lowell 
Arnold Lizana* 8/11/93–5/19/95 Amherst 
Stephanie Siegmann 8/11/93–6/8/94 Boston 
Eric Dickson 8/11/93–6/8/94 Worcester 
Timothy Purdy 8/10/94–6/7/95 Boston 
Timothy W. Sweeney† 8/10/94–6/4/97 Worcester 
Matthew Morrissey* 8/10/94–6/5/96 Dartmouth 
Brian Andriolo† 8/10/94–6/4/97 Lowell 
Daniel Rivera 6/7/95–6/5/96 Amherst 
John Okray 6/7/95–6/5/96 Boston 
Sean M. Carter 8/7/96–6/4/97 Amherst 
David C. Croft 8/7/96–6/4/97 Boston 
James Arciero 8/7/96–6/4/97 Dartmouth 
Brian Tirrell 7/30/97–6/3/98 Amherst 
Michael Murray 7/30/97–6/3/98 Boston 
Kerri E. Osterhaus* 7/30/97–5/5/99 Worcester 
Sean Carpenter 7/30/97–6/3/98 Dartmouth 
Keith M. Tremblay* 7/30/97–5/5/99 Lowell 
Eleanor M. Court 8/5/98–5/5/99 Amherst 
Chad Molnar 8/5/98–5/5/99 Boston 
Terrence A. Dolan 8/5/98–5/5/99 Dartmouth 
Seth D. Avakian* 8/4/99–5/2/01 Amherst 
Edwin Rogers 8/4/99–5/10/00 Boston 
Madeleine R. Carey 8/4/99–5/10/00 Worcester 
Brian T. MacDonald 8/4/99–5/10/00 Dartmouth 
Bradley S. Duquette 10/28/99–5/10/00 Lowell 
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Sandra Karahalis* 8/2/00–5/1/02 Boston 
Robert Tubbs 8/2/00–5/2/01 Worcester 
Robert C. Richards 8/2/00–5/2/01 Dartmouth 
Kevin J. Buckley, Jr. 8/2/00–5/2/01 Lowell 
Jonathan Laubinger 7/4/01–5/1/02 Amherst 
Inga Lennes 8/1/01–5/1/02 Worcester 
Rafael Leonor 8/1/01–4/23/02 Dartmouth 
Ramya Kumar 8/1/01–5/1/02 Lowell 
William A. Powers 8/7/02–5/7/03 Amherst 
Heather Dawood 8/7/02–5/7/03 Boston 
Doreen DeFaria 8/7/02–5/7/03 Worcester 
Rosalyn M. Lankowski* 8/7/02–8/6/03 Lowell 
Hannah S. Fatemi 8/6/03–5/5/04 Amherst 
Omar S. Bukhari 8/6/03–11/5/03 Boston 
Sean W. Reed 8/6/03–5/5/04 Worcester 
Carolina B. Marcalo 11/5/03–5/5/04 Dartmouth 
Matthew Morand 1/21/04–5/5/04 Lowell 
Jamal Brathwaite 2/4/04–5/5/04 Boston 
Matthew V. Murphy 8/4/04–5/25/05 Amherst 
Tuan Pham 8/4/04–5/25/05 Boston 
Jeffrey King 8/4/04–5/25/05 Worcester 
Matthew J. Moseley 8/4/04–5/25/05 Dartmouth 
Michael E. LaBrecque 8/4/04–5/25/05 Lowell 
Valarie Louis 8/24/05–5/24/06 Amherst 
Fritz Hyppolite 8/24/05–5/24/06 Boston 
Craig Longo 8/24/05–5/24/06 Worcester 
Brian Silver 8/24/05–5/24/06 Dartmouth 
Heather Makrez* 8/24/05–6/21/07 Lowell 
Marisha Leiblum 8/23/06–6/21/07 Amherst 
Aleksandar Kulenovic† 8/23/06–6/10/09 Boston 
Alfred Albano 8/23/06–6/21/07 Worcester 
Tamara Endich† 8/23/06–2/27/09 Dartmouth 
Ruth Thompson 9/19/07–6/12/08 Amherst 
Bharath D. Nath 9/19/07–6/12/08 Worcester 
Anthony B. Beatrice 9/19/07–6/12/08 Lowell 
Lindsay McCluskey 9/26/08–2/27/09 Amherst 
Kristin D. Gerson 9/26/08–6/10/09 Worcester 
David W. Koffman* 9/26/08–2/24/10 Lowell 
Emily Bloch 9/30/09–6/9/10 Amherst 
Tara-Jean E. DeSisto 9/30/09–2/24/10 Boston 
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Jim Young 9/30/09–2/24/10 Worcester 
Matthew S. Hoyt 9/30/09–2/24/10 Dartmouth 
Michael G. Fox 9/29/10–6/8/11 Amherst 
Stasha Lampert 9/29/10–6/8/11 Boston 
Evelyn Santos 9/29/10–6/8/11 Worcester 
Christopher M. Dinan 9/29/10–6/8/11 Dartmouth 
Michael R. Reid 9/29/10–6/8/11 Lowell 
Christina Kennedy 9/28/11–6/6/12 Amherst 
Bianca L. Baldassarre 9/28/11–6/6/12 Boston 
Cara Weismann 9/28/11–6/6/12 Worcester 
Peter T. Schock 9/28/11–6/6/12 Dartmouth 
James A. Tarr 9/28/11–6/6/12 Lowell 
Jennifer Healey 9/19/12–6/19/13 Amherst 
Alexis Marvel 9/19/12–6/19/13 Boston 
Brian Quattrochi 9/19/12–6/19/13 Worcester 
Joshua Encarnacion 9/19/12–6/19/13 Dartmouth 
Phillip J. Geoffroy† 9/19/12–6/17/15 Lowell 
Megan Kingston 9/18/13–6/18/14 Amherst 
Nolan O’Brien† 9/18/13–Present Boston 
Patrick Lowe* 9/18/13–6/17/15 Worcester 
Colin Murphy 9/18/13–6/18/14 Dartmouth 
Sarah Freudson 9/17/14–6/17/15 Amherst 
Jacob D. Miller* 9/17/14–Present Dartmouth 
Emily C. O’Neil 9/16/15–Present Amherst 
Yevin Roh 9/16/15–Present Worcester 
Amanda Robinson 9/16/15–Present Lowell 
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CURRICULUM VITAE 
 
Raul Fernandez 
5 Winchester Street #303, Brookline, MA 02446 | 305.401.5735 | raulspeaks@gmail.com 
 
Education 
 
Ed.D. Educational Leadership & Policy Studies — Boston University 2016 
Graduate Certificate in Nonprofit Management — Northeastern University 2006 
Master of Arts in Communication — Barry University 2004 
Bachelor of Science in Communication — Boston University 2000 
 
Teaching Experience 
 
Diversity and Justice in Education — Boston University, Fall 2016 
How schools, colleges, and other education settings are affected by the growing pluralism 
of society; the tension between respect for diversity and the maintenance of common 
purpose. Strategies of integration and separate development and of remediation and 
enrichment. 
 
 
Legal Issues in Higher Education — Boston University, Fall 2016 
Using the case method, this course considers issues that arise in the administration of 
institutions of higher education and the ethical and legal principles applicable to their 
resolution. 
 
 
Identity, Inclusion & Social Action — Boston University, Spring 2016 
I co-developed the curriculum and teach this course that engages students in discussions 
around social identities, including race, gender identity, socioeconomic class and 
disability. The course helps students to examine systems of oppression and identify 
opportunities to work toward social justice. In addition to teaching my own section, I 
developed the module on Race, Ethnicity and National Origin, with a focus on the causes 
and impact of implicit bias.  
 
 
The First-Year Experience — Boston University, 2011-2015 
I was an instructor for this course since it was first launched. It includes modules that 
introduce new students to life on campus, while addressing critical issues like alcohol 
abuse, sexual assault and the importance of diversity. In addition to teaching my own 
section, I personally developed Following Your Passions, a course-wide module on 
campus involvement.  
 
 
Student Support Network — Boston University, 2011-2012 
I taught one section of this grant-funded course that trained students how to spot the 
symptoms of depression in their peers, how to react in situations involving depressed or 
suicidal peers, and how to refer peers to professional services. 
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Speech & Communication — Miami-Dade College & Keiser College, 2004-2005 
Instructed undergraduate students at Miami-Dade College & Keiser College in various 
areas of speech and communication, including debate, and informational and persuasive 
presentations. 
 
 
Selected Presentations 
 
Blind Spots: How our backgrounds, beliefs & biases impact our work with students 
Presented to hundreds of participants, Blind Spots challenges participants to examine 
their background, beliefs and biases while identifying areas where they can do the work 
and grow. I've facilitated versions of Blind Spots for deans, faculty and administrators, 
high school teachers and tutors, resident assistants, campus activities boards, and 
orientation leaders. Recent presentations include students and staff at Yale University, 
MCPHS University, Fisher College, Wheelock College, and the Brooks School. 
 
 
A seat at the table: The student trustee at the UMass system  
Boston University Dissertation Hearing, April 2016 
Presented to three committee members and about 30 higher education professionals, this 
dissertation hearing was based on the findings of a descriptive study on developing role 
of the Student Trustee. The study examined the comments of 143 Student Trustees 
transcribed in Board of Trustees meeting minutes at the University of Massachusetts, 
from 1969-2015. 
 
 
Why we need to talk with first-year students about race  
35th Annual Conference on the First-Year Experience, February 2016 
Presented to 200+ faculty and administrators at the 35th Annual Conference on the 
First-Year Experience. Many students arrive on campus with little experience 
interacting with people of different social identities or talking about institutionalized 
marginalization based on these identities. This workshop shared research on the 
importance of engaging students in conversations about race, and detailed how we 
addressed the issue at Boston University by developing modules, courses and events on 
identity, inclusion & social action. 
 
How your programming decisions reflect who you are  
NASPA Region 1 Conference, November 2015  
Presented to 50+ student affairs administrators at the NASPA Region 1 Conference. 
What's the right way to spend your programming budget? This workshop challenged 
attendees to examine their worldview and helped them settle on a programming 
philosophy that works for them, their students, and their institution.  
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Related Experiences 
 
Associate Director of Student Activities — Boston University, 2012-2016 
Managed a half-million-dollar budget and created 50+ events annually that engaged, 
inspired and entertained. Brought more diverse speakers and events to campus, 
including #BULEADS, a summit focused on innovation, collaboration and social 
action; Let’s Talk About It, a moderated discussion on race, power and privilege; and 
Mind the Gap, a town-hall conversation on masculinity and the gender divide. 
 
Assistant Director of Howard Thurman Center — Boston University, 2006-2012 
Developed a blend of programs, publicity and partnerships that tripled the Center’s 
visitors in just four years; leveraged relationships to create a 10-day Social Justice 
Retreat to Washington, D.C.; and created a space where productive discussion and 
dialogue across difference was encouraged. 
 
 
Media Relations / Public Relations Specialist — Northeastern University,  
2005-2006 
Managed communications for the University's community relations and diversity 
initiatives. Authored stories for the University's website and the NU Voice, an 
official university publication. Provided media relations support for notable 
programs, people and events. 
 
 
Media Relations Specialist— Barry University, 2002-2004 
Successfully pitched stories to local and national media. Utilized on- and off-
campus media to raise awareness of events including MSNBC's Hardball College 
Tour LIVE, and the Brinkley Award for Excellence in Communication. Authored 
feature stories for Barry Magazine. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Associate Account Representative— Lois Paul & Partners, 2000-2001                       
Successfully pitched product reviews, story ideas, and client testimonials to 
numerous business, trade, and online publications. 
 
 
  
Leading Experiential Learning Trips 
 
Israel — The David Project, Israel Uncovered, January 2016 
Each year, The David Project brings mostly non-Jewish student leaders to Israel to 
experience its culture and to explore the conflict. Because of my unique experience of 
leading transformative experiences abroad, I was honored to be the first university 
administrator to help staff this trip.  
Our group consisted of 40 students.   
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Honduras — Global Public Health Brigades, 2011 & 2015 
I have twice chaperoned this service-learning trip of about a dozen Boston University 
students. Our primary focus was on working with rural families to construct latrines 
and eco-stoves, and to lay down cement floors. Students also learned about the 
unique challenges facing coffee farmers and rural communities in Honduras. 
 
Haiti — Iniciativas de Paz, 2011 & 2013 
I first traveled to Haiti one year after the devastating earthquake to support those 
providing medical relief. I returned two years later and led a trip of Boston University 
alumni to support the work of a fellow alumna who launched a public health program 
for local children.   
 
 
Washington, DC — Howard Thurman Center Social Justice Retreat, January 2012 
I developed this 10-day retreat in Washington, DC that explored the interplay 
between those who advocate for and those who legislate social justice issues. 23 
diverse Boston University students attended the retreat and had access to 
professionals at the White House and State Department, as well as the Human Rights 
Campaign, the US Holocaust Museum & the Center for American Progress.  
 
 
Rwanda — Axis of Hope: Preventative Diplomacy, July 2011 
I co-facilitated this two-week trip that brought several high school students and one 
undergraduate to Rwanda for an exploration of the genocide that transformed the 
nation. While there, I conducted an audit of two grant-funded public health programs 
for the MTV Staying Alive Foundation.   
 
 
Awards 
 
Rising New Professional (2012), National Association of Latino Fraternal 
Organizations 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
